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CENTRAL IN 
OPERATIONS [ 


®!CS AGENCY 


(1) _ CIA will not initiate a n investigation of any 

J'without the concurreac* 


g.pd coordination of [_ 


J .In this, context, the tern 


investigation" means systematic and direct inquiries or 
procedures (such as physical or technical surveillances 
pr neighborhood inquiries) aiming at developing information 
concerning an individual's activities or background; 
investigation" does not include the acceptance or the , 
development of information through social contacts or , 
Contacts normally made by CIA agents in discharging their 
CPYer functions.(s^ • 

’ , • (2) CIA will seek concurrence and coordination 

P*l I before app r oaching for recruitment any| | 


I will concur and coordinate if the proposed action 
does not conflict with any operat ion, curre nt or planned. 
JLpcluding active investigation of [ 

(3) CIA will advise f~ 


meeting between [ 


~| prior to any pl anned 


|of known or presumed interest to 
1 (this would include all ! ~1 


development 


a 


for purposes of assessment and social 


C4i r 


□ will be identified to 


1 by name or appropriate description depending on 
the national security interest involved.£ 5 ) 

L_r_(51_Pursuant.to.paragraph.4.above...[H.. 


j will be advise d and F 


Will con fer regarding the handling of[ 


I J It is recognized that each case will have its 

(individual peculiarities. The governing principle will 
j)e positive intelligence interest as weighed against intern 






CENTRAL IN TELLIGENCE AGENCY 
OPERATIONS | 

security factors. CIA will continue its contractu?.! rela¬ 
tionship for the purpose of handling the training, the 
procurement of positive foreign intelligence, the fulfillmec 
of CIA commitments to the agent, and the preparation of the 
agent for his next assignment abroad. £5^; 



(6) In those cases w here CIA will be handl ing 
its agent \ | CIA will service ! [ securit 

or counterintelligence requirements and will provide^ 
all agent information bearing on counterintelligence or 
internal security matters, including the scope and nature 
of the agent’s access to information and the identities of 
the agent's significant contacts, particularly in the 
communist-bloc field. In su ch cases where CIA servicing y 
has been inadequate to ! i nternal security interests, 

have direct access to the’ agent. 
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^TcanPDB^ list of bureau grievances 1 

®SffVOH'.25X^—4 -—---- 'i 

1. ATTACKS AGAINST BUREAU (MEXICO CITY AND FRANCE - 1951) 



Although Agent Papich did not begin handling Liaison 
with CIA until 1952, it is important to refer to highly signi¬ 
ficant differences with CIA which culminated in a serious 
conflict in the Fall of 1951. Our Legal Attaches in Mexico City 
and Paris reported that CIA representatives were attacking the 
Bureau, were endeavoring to place us in an unfavorable light, 
were questioning our jurisdiction, and were making disparaging 
remarks concerning the Bureau. Some of this was summed up by 
characterizing it as covert hostility within CIA, stemming 
largely from disgruntled former employees of the FBI. 

In October, 1951, General Walter Beddftl Smith, then 
Director of CIA, asked to meet with the Director and other 
Bureau representatives for the purpose of discussing the 
existing differences. General Smith denied that there was any 
covert hostility against the Bureau and maintained that there 
was a general feeling of respect for us. He admitted that 
there had been isolated instances of friction for which CIA 
must accept its share of responsibility. 

It is my recollection that the Director and other 
Bureau officials did meet with General Smith, at which time 
guidelines were set forth for maintaining .future relations 
between the two agencies. I was not able to find a memorandum 
of record covering this meeting. (62-80750-1712, 1715, 1716, 
1726, 1728, 1748, 1750) 

2. PROSELYTING OF BUREAU PERSONNEL BY CIA 


The Agent clearly recalls that early in the 1950’s 
ire encountered difficulties with CIA because the Agency allegedly 
was recruiting Bureau-employed personnel. We vigorously pro¬ 
tested, and subsequently the Agency advised that it would follow 
a policy of not having any contact with a Bureau employee until 
the individual had been separated from the Bureau for a period 
of at least thirty days. The Agent could not locate the back¬ 
ground of this matter in the files reviewed by him. It .is pos¬ 
sible that the pertinent information lies in the personnel file 
of some former Bureau Agent. 
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3, /NIKOLAI KHOKHLOV*} ($ ) 





By letter dated May 19, 1954, we protested to CIA 
for the manner in which the Agency handled the case of the 
captioned individual, a Soviet defector who had been placed 
under CIA control in Europe. The Bureau had been interested 
in interviewing Rfhokhlovj^s soon as he came to the United States, 
an( j this had been agreed to by CIA. Without^notifying or 
consulting with us, CIA permittedGbiokhloyTro arrive in the 
United States and be placed in the hands of a Congressional 
. committee. We were, therefore, unable to interview the subject 
in any detail. (Re: {Nikolai KhokhlovXi^A) 


4. CIA EVALUATION OF MOCASE 


In February, 1954, we complained to CIA because the 
Agency had evaluated information coming front the key source 
in the captioned case as emanating from a fabricator. We had 
disseminated certain foreign intelligence information originat¬ 
ing in this case to CIA. The source was a key double agent 
in one oi the most important cases handled .fry the Bureau* and 
the CIA evaluation was not proper or correct as far as we were 
concerned, (Re: MOCASE) 


5. CASE OF {SYLVIA PRE|?) .^ p ^ ClXe> -^ • 

lV[§ylvia PressJ was a CIA employee v&om that Agency con¬ 
sidered to be a communist penetration. The Agency requested 
an investigation which was then initiated by us. We subsequently 
learned that CIA had been conducting its own investigation which 
even included technical surveillance cover-age on the subject. 

We considered this most uncooperative and ®e protested. 

(Re: £§ylvia Press^£} JFfc6)6<0 

6. DR. OTTO JOHN, VISIT TO BUREAU - 1954 


Dr. Otto John, a West German security official, 
defected to the communists in East Germany in July, 1954. A 
few weeks before his defection, he came to the United States 
under CIA sponsorship. He was afforded a tour of the Bureau 
and he briefly met the Director. 

! It is believed that if all available facts were col¬ 

lected, the evidence would strongly indicate that CIA did a very 
ineffective job of assessing Dr. Otto John and permitting the 
United States Government to be embarrassed by even promoting 
a visit for him to this country. We could consider this instance 
an affront to the Director and the Bureau, (Memorandum Roach to 
Belmont October 13, 1954, "CIA Tours Afforded by Bureau") 


i 
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7. CASE OF POLISH SEAMEN - IlfljfoRS - 1954. . 

’By letter dated October 13, 1954, a. very strong letter ' 
of protest was sent to General T. J. Betts ©•£ the Interagency ‘ 
Defector Committee at CIA. This letter made; reference to 
political asylum which.was being considered for certain Polish 
sailors who had been seized by the Chinese nationalist Government. 
General Betts disseminated a memorandum indicating that members 
of the Committee had agreed that in view of commitments made 
by the United States and Chinese officials,, that failure to 
arrange re-entry for the Polish seamen would! have an adverse 
effect on the over-all United States Defector Program. We 
emphasized to General Betts that this matter had never been 
officially presented before the Defector Committee. He was 
informed that his action was not conducive to mutual cooperation, 

8. CIA INTERVIEW 0E ALIENS IN THE UNITED STATES - DISCUSSION 

WITH ALLEN DULLES .SEPTEMBER 27, 1955 _ 

On September 27, 1955, the Liaison Agent met with 
Allen Dulles, at which time the CIA Director’s attention was 
referred, to a matter which had net yet developed into ? serious 
situation but if not properly followed could lead to conflicts 
between the two agencies. Dulles was referred to the contacts 
of aliens in the United States made by CIA personnel without 
first obtaining the necessary clearance from 1 the Bureau. The 
requirement for such clearance was clear-csat and pursuant to an 
established agreement. (62-80750; memorandum- Roach to Belmont 
September 28, 1955, "Relations with CIA")_ 


9. CIA APPROACH OF A NATIONAL ACADEMY GRAWATE (1955) 

In November, 1955, an incident arose when CI A approached P^f 
a National Academy graduate to utilize his services fin[ Tj mS 

This approach was made while the graduate vas attending National" -1 
Academy classes. A protest was made to key CIA officials for Cv 
not having advised us prior to establ ishing contact with the 
Academy graduate. gRe: ] j] (£) 

10. . ~~ 




& 
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In December, 1955, we received information indicating 
that CIA was in contact with an individual whom the Bureau was 
developing for utilization in a double ageist operation. We 
learned that CIA representatives had established contact ^ith.s 
l and had given him some advice and guidance without^l^'--.' 
first checking with the Bureau. We protested to CIA. ^Tl05-^19001)j^ 

' .S■. 





11, ALLEGED FABIAN SOCIALISTS IN CIA ^ ^(J^) j 

In 1956j/g£neral Trudeau^former head of G-2/ made 
available to the Bureau on a strictly confidential basis 
detailed information concerning alleged infiltration of the jrv£.l^L$> 
United States Government by "Fabian Socialists." [^rudeajTg'V 
furnished the names of.many individuals whom he considered to 
fall into this category. Many of those listed were CIA executives. 


This item is being listed in the event we felt that 
it could be used to justify that as of that period there was 
reason to deal with CIA in a very circumspect manner. 

(Memorandum Roach to Belmont January 11, 1956, "Infiltration 
of Fabian Socialists into the High Policy Areas of the 
United States Government") 

12. DELAYS IN HANDLING NAME CHECK REQUESTS 

By letter dated January 11, 1956, our Washington Field 
Office called attention to extreme delays encountered in obtaining 
results of name check requests submitted to CIA. These delays 
particularly related to investigations of applicant matters 
being handled by the Bureau, (Memorandum Roach to Belmont January 19, 
1956 "Applicant Matters - Record Checks at CIA") 

13. WILLIAM P. BUNDY 

In March, 1956, Allen Dulles announced that William 
P. Bundy would serve as a secretary for the Intelligence Advisory 
Committee (IAC), of which the Bureau was a member. Bundy, son- 
in-law of Dean.Acheson, admitted contributing to the Alger Hiss 
Defense Fund. At the time of this contribution, Bundy was in 
the same law firm with Donald Hiss, brother of Alger Hiss. 




Although we did not object to the appointment of Bundy, 
this is another item to be kept in mind in the event we desired 
to uphold an argument that there was reason to be circumspect 
in dealings with CIA. 

*-) J ) 

14.> fi>R.7SAMUEL ABRAHAM GOUDSHITj fe) 


TjfigrVfGpudsmitJwas a leading scientist assigned to the£^ 
enHational Laboratory |CHe had been used as a consultant^ 


^ ^J^TOokhaverf^ational Laboratory 

by such agencies as the Atomic TSnergy Commission (AEC) and CIA, 
In October, 1955?Jhe met a Soviet scientist and, with the know- i 
ledge of AEC andtJIA, began cultivating him. fljoudsmitlinformed^ 

,.... ,J& 
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us that be had been advised by a CIA official that the FBI 
would be furnishing operational guidance to him. We had never 
become involved in any such arrangement, and we later determined 
that a CIA official had been in error in making the above- 


described misrepresentation. 


.. protested me cia omciai-s jfzv.d 

handling of this matter. (Re .[£§amuel Abraham Goudsmit)jrQ ^ 

15. [T f s) J P* 


otested the CIA official’s 




CIA employee. 
the Agency had , r 
contacts with^jj^ 


etermined. 


d s) On July 20, 1956, we < 

had been in contact with|___ 

Washington, D. C. We further ascertainei 


jjPVt CO**} 

J PttcOtA) 


We were informed by CIA o: 
information concerning , 

CtftWe . later interviewedH 
it was indicafld that! Txn fact, had bg,en i 



jpitfotoj) 


a CIA official concerning his meetings with 
Attache. We protested and CIA submitted a 
(Memorandum Belmont to Boardman July 21*, 195i 

i g vg). m 
16. jfc ) JFt.to 6 ^ 

In July, 1956, a statement was made by a State 
Department official to the effect that a CIA employee allegedly 
had advised that the subject, a Soviet agent, was being per¬ 
mitted to enter the United States so that his activities 
could be covered and so that the Bureau would be in a position 
to promote a defection. The Bureau was not in possession of 
any information indicating that we had sanctioned the entry 
of the subject for the purpose described above. The State 

‘ Department official was unable to recall the name of the CIA 
employee involved; inquiry at CIA was negative. We were not 
in a position to identify the CIA employee without conducting 
investigation within the A gejicy or without - -.the Agency coming 
up with the identity. (Re: | fjf(| s^JPECAXM 

I- By letter dated November 8, 1956, we strongly pro¬ 

tested to CIA because representatives of that Agency had inter¬ 
viewed an alien in the United States without first obtaining 
clearance from the Bureau. It should be noted that there was 
a well-established agreement whereby it was incumbent upon 
CIA to first check with the Bureau before interviewing any 
alien in the United States. (Letter to CIA November 8, 1956, 

I L- j ..... .... .. 
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I Nf# \With whopa we had d. 
F^with 
(tft) 1956 
an urf 
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18. 


S) 


'SECRET 


former student at Columbia University 

_ _een in contact because of his association 

assigned to the United NationsCfepIn December, 
iade a trip tc/^ussf^v/here he ms contacted by 


led ind: 


interested in coope: 


iividual ^Thd 

wal? given. 

fetter 



that 

drating with 

the Unife< 

i Spates. 


Whenf 




JFKCitta. 


returned to the United States, we permitted CIA to interview 
the subject because of the Agency's foreign .intelligence inter- . 

’ ests. We subsequently interviewed^_ w JM t which time he Jif-UJCRj 

informed us that he had been cautioned by CIA not to furnish 

pertinent information to^-the Bur ea u._C IA den ied that any such 

statement was made. (Re:|j _ jP^OXA) 


19. CIA REQUEST FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING. 
1957 _ 


, HIGH-SPEED CAMERA- 


The San Francisco Office furnished information 
indicating chat CIA had requested a firm in California to fur¬ 
nish that Agency information regarding all foreign inquiries 
pertaining to a high-speed camera manufactured by the company. 

The matter was reviewed because we wanted to? be certain that 
CIA was not invading our jurisdiction. We <fid not develop 
evidence that CIA had overstepped its jurisdiction. The Director 
did make a notation, "O.K., but it does seem; to me we give CIA 
a pretty wide authority to explore such a field. H" 

(Memorandum Belmont to Boardman April 10, 1957,^'Flow of 
Intelligence Information to Soviets and Satellites through 
So-Called Channels") 


2£JI 




fcCO 1 ^ 


On May 28, 1957, CIA advised thaifc one of its repre- 
sentatives in the field had interviewed th$ captioned^j^inesjpCO 
alien who had agreed tcy-cooperate with the Agency after he 
returned to [Red China.//3£IA conducted this interview withou-t^^^ 
first obtaining clearance from the Bureau. Such clearance was 
necessary pursuant to an established _agreement. A vigorous 
protest was made to the Agency. (Re:[ f_ I - 100-385852)^^ 

1 ' -J rp COCA) 
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21.' 

fCIA REQUEST FOR TOUR FOR 
^REPRESENTATIVES - 1957 


--TV— 


_£*lln July, 1957, CIA requested a tour for several 

lofficials who were coming to this country under CIA 

imH tatl rm_ CIA was told that no tours woul d be given to the 

|because in the past a[ pXraba.ssador had 

grossly insulted the Bureau after we nan arrested the 
ambassador’s chauffeur on White Slave Traffic Act charge^j|p)£w) 

} If we so desired, we could give consideration to 

accusing CIA of trying to impose upon us individuals whom we 
considered undesirable in light of the foregoing. 

(M emorandum Ju ly 15, 1957, Roach to Belmont ^Representatives 
of I intelligence Service?- Request for Bureau Tour 

by CIA") $QcjS) 

22, '^‘REQUEST FOR SECURITY SURVEY OF COUNCIL ON FOREIGN^/Wy \ 

[ RELATIONS - NEW YORK CITY - 1957 , _ ^ 1 &( 0 J 

On 2, T oTsmber 15, 1957, cur- New- York: Office was con¬ 
tacted by the local CIA. representative who desired to be in¬ 
formed if the Bureau could conduct a security survey of the 
premises of the Council on Foreign Relations which were located 
across the street from a building occupied fey the Soviet - 
United Nations Delegation.. The CIA representative indicated 
that his visit to our office was pursuant to instructions 
received from Allen -Dulles who allegedly was concerned about 
the possibility of the Soviets establishing coverage of 
conversations and discussions which might bo held at the Council. 
•It should be noted that the Council included as members many 
well-known personalities,.including officials, of the United 
States Government. jfeSr/g\ 

Pursuant to instructions,. Allen Dalles was informed, 
on November 18, 1957, that we did not like the approach used 
by CIA in that such a sensitive matter had been taken up at 
the field level rather than through Bureau Headquarters. 
(Memorandum Roach to Belmont November 19, 19)57, re "Council 
on Foreign Relations") 




r: 


23, 


-t 




In October 
indicating that 


195Z, we received information from/L 




dentist then visiting in th e Unite dl 



followed developments through /] " J fe) ■ 
The Agency was fully aware of the v - 


States might defect, 
and we kept CIA advised. „ 

situati on and particularly knew that we were in contact with 
“ "1 Yfe subseq uently received information indicating th^t^cy 

_JJa CIA employee, established contact with 

for the purpose of developing information concerning 

^Scientists. A protest was made to CIA for not 
dinating th eir inte rests with us, bearing in mind ( 

that the action taken bv f Tv&bssiblv coul d have jeopardizedCSAr* 

105-63094)Y£j 


FK C0<A> 


, ^ workjsf Q. „ 

properly coordinating th eir intej 
that the action taken by 
a Bureau operation. (Re: ( 



jptfim 


24. 


Te) j-niCOo') 


By letter dated February 10, 1958, we directed a 
; protest do CIA charging that Agency with interviewing the 

0 <Amb j ect m Romanian]aiien , without, fir st, obtaining the nec-etT^ 
cesary clearance from the 


Bureau J^Re: /[ 

25. ALLEGED IMPERSONATION OF FBI EMPLOYEE 


] - 105-62486)3(g} 
JPvO'KA} 


On April 23, 1958, we received information indicating 
that a CIA employee allegedly had represented herself as being 
with the FBI when she tried to arrange an interview with 
^ ..^ an official of Intern ational Association of 


Machinists in Washington, D. c ffi| ~ Jf feve a> signed statemen^^r 
in w hich he .»claimed that he had received a phone call from a 
Missff I who said she was with the FBI. Upon checking with(3> 

CIA, we - were informed that Miss f J Sfenied that she had madeggJT 
such representation. (M emorandum Roac h to Belmont April 25, 

1958, "Unknown Subject;|T __ _ 1 t*} 

26. f ^ £)3FKCpOf> 

By letter dated May 12, 1958, the Bureau protested 
to CIA for interviewing-an alien in the Detroit area without 
first obtaining the necessary clearance from the Bureau. 

Such clearance was necessary pursuant to established agreement. 

(Re: | p I - 105-68013 


,! F 
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jpyrCOCR) 
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JI=-\cCO<A) 

We received information in May, 1958, that j 7fS) 
a CIA employee, was listed as being employed with the Bureau 
in the records of the District of Columbia Sational Guard. 

The information was developed as the result of an investiga¬ 
tion bein g conducted by the Bureau for the ^hite House. 

(S 1 furnished a signed statement indicating that he per- 
jpjt ^ ^sonally nad no knowledge of the existence of the above infor- v '“ / 


mation in the National Guard records. 

(Memorandum Roach to Belmont May 17, 1958, ^Alleged 
Representation by CIA Employee of Employment with FBI*') 

28. CORNEL MUNTIU 


By letter dated June 10, 1958, we protested to CIA 
for not advising us concerning that Agency’s interview of an 
individual who was the subject of a Bureau investigation. We 
had been corresponding with CIA concerning the subject, and 
the Agency should have been aware of our interests. 

(Re: Cornel Muntiu - 105-58749) 


ALLEGED CIA INCOMPETENCE AND ALLEGED PENETRATION OF 
UNITED STATES AGENCIES 


By letter dated June 3, 1958, Legat,[TokyoTmirnished^^^^ 
information volunteered to him byjj^Qlonel Junes Rileyjox G-2. — 

/Riley]was very strong in his denunciation of CIA. He indicated 
Hifiafthe Agency was incompetent and that it was penetrating ^ 
other United States agencies. He also mentioned that when 
Allen Dulles was in Switzerland, Dulles was intimate with a 
woman, not identified. 

The above is being cited in the event we desire to 
use this information as evidence for supporting a position of 
being circumspect in dealings with the CIA*, , 

(Letter dated June 3, 1-958, from Legat,0?o&yo£J "Relations withQ^s^: 
CIA”) 
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The Legal Attache, Eonn, advised by letter dated 
June 10, 1958, that he had been invited to visit ^gneralReinhard 
Gehlen^/the head of the [West German Intelligence Serviceyf^CIA 
became aware of this invitation, and an Agency representative 
informed our Legal Attache that it was not desired that the 
Legat visit with ^ehle^^MDur Legat was instructed by the Bureau 
to accept the invitation regardless of the CIA position. 


We could evaluate the CIA position in this matter as 
being uncooperative. (Memorandum Roach to Belmont June 17, 
1958, "Relations with CIA”) ^ 

31. CIA INTEREST IN {CHINESEj^ALIENS 


In June, 1958, we raised the question concerning 
CIA’s failure to adhere.'to an agreement relating to CIA’s 
recruitment of[Chinese]aliens in the United States for over-^££ 
seas intelligence operations^ Under the agreement, CIA was 
not to approach any {Chineseyaiien without first checking wither 
us. A situation developed in Illinois indicating that CIA 
allegedly had become interested in recruiting an alien and 
even took some action without first checking, with us. We 
expressed our disapproval in a l.et-£er to CIA June 12, 1958. 
(MemorandunwBelmont to Boardman June 9, 1958:, "Recruitment ^^ 
of {dhinesefMiens in the United States for Overseas 0/ 

Intelligence Operations’) ^ 


32. CIA OFFICIAL’S CRITICISM OF "MASTERS OB DECEIT" 


Our Legal Attache, Tokyo, obtained a copy o f a memo- 
randum sent to an official in our Embassy in Tokyo by 4 7 
p f] In his communication f* J iS) 

belittled the value of "Masters of Deceit" as an anticommunist 
■weapon in foreign countries. Re claimed that the book pertained 
only to the Communist Party, USA, which he characterized as a 
small, ineffective, ffaction-ridden organization. He stated 
that the author of the book, was not an intellectual but rather 
a policeman. (Memorandum Roach to Belmont June 12 and 24, 1958, 
"Masters of Deceit.") 







34 , f JFXtOCA) 

———— ..—— -^ jf^ou) 

The subject, a former member of the Polish intelligence 
Service, defected to the United States and furnished extremely 
valuable information. The beginnings of this- case include 
information raising questions concerning CIA .cooperation. 


JPKCOC &) In June, 1958, we developed information^indicating 

that CIA May have opened a letter in j~~ pwhich had . A 

been addressed to the Director bv an indivl duaT who had ) 

identified himself as f [^ ts) rhe writ gy further .py^Cj^ 

indicated that he might be connected with the | _ Ij Tntelligence J 
Service. The letter addressed to the Director had been placed 
in an envelope which, in turn, hadendedup ip the office of 
the f I subsequently 

received a copy of the particular communication from CIA, 
and the contents were such at that time that no action was 
required by the Bureau. We asked CIA for particulars leading 
to the alleged opening of the letter which had been addressed 
to the Director. CIA claimed that it had not opened the 
letter. We were c onfidentiall y informed by an Agency repre¬ 
sentative that the i ~ f *had opened the letter and then 

referred the matter to CIA, The contents were such that.inves¬ 
tigative action of an extensive nature was required by CIA 
in Europe. What actually happen ed at the United Sta tes Embassy 
is something we may never know. f] | - 65-6519^ 

I JPicC'XA) 
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By letter dated June 26, 1958, we voiced our concern 
regarding- CIA’s alleged interview of a[Chinese] alien whom CIA(S) 
was considering for overseas recruitment. CIA denied that an 
approach of the alien had been made. Our inves tigation contra ¬ 
dicted the statements emanating from CIA. '(Re[ 1 9 /"/^ 

^lureau f ile2f34-5243g(g) ' 

. 36. ^COMPROMISE OF FBI TECHNICAL SORVEILLANCE COVERAGE 7fe) 

; On July 18, 1958, CIA requested the Bureau for 
•^permission tcTTplay a reco rding of a telephone con versation^ {fj 
obtained by the Bureau to " ^^ ff/The 

(s»>(£ecording\had been developed through our (sensitive coverage 
of the Egyptian Embassyffin Washington, D. C. On June 5, 1958, 
we had obtained the contents of a{conversation between | Lw 

II — .1 u ,, UCO 

The conversation strongly indicated that _J>-was working 

closely with the ®.gyptians , ^)Subseq^ently, CIA developed { 

' information indicating that l ~ Jr was a key figure in a 
rftvnTntinnary plot. N the objective of which was to overthrow 

‘.; g* I returned to l }and was imprisoned by 

(sT* ^based upon information “made available through CIA. 

, .~TV denied any implication in any revolutionary activity and 

p was strongly supported by certain top officials in the 

3 Government .(& £ "I told CIA t hat he was on the 

spot and that he needed proof *5f j ^ Conspiratorial 

activity. CIA asked if we would permit the /rec ording to be_ 

played_to | ^stressing tha£ this was the only way J | 

I ~ could be convinced. 

• On July 18, 1958, a CIA official was advised that 
the Bureau positively would not grant permission to / playing 
of the recording^&We maintained that if we granted such 
permission, our "‘ox her /coverage of a sensitive natur e? could 
be seriously imperiled. '"cS) 


On July 21, 1958, Allen Dulles asked if the Bureau 
would reconsider itSvposition in view of the critical situation 
in the/Middle Easf^CyPursuant to instructions, CIA was then’ 
told that in view of the position in which the Bureau had been 
placed, we acceded to Dulles’ request. CIA was further told 
that we were seriously considering the (^grmination of all of 
our technical surveillancesjb4cause we did not intend to be 
placed in such a position m the future. 

- On July 22, 1958, Dulles told the Liaison Agent 
that he was very much disturbed over, the Director's reaction.^* 
He stated that he was not interested in holding a pistol todfuAA 

;Vv “ ■ 



anybody’s head and he further indicated that he Was deliber¬ 
ating whether or not the ^ecordingyshould be used. It was 
recommended that the Liaison Agent follow the matter for the 
purpose <?f. determining if the/record ingjVas to be used by CIA. 
The Director’s notation was, "No. , The fat is in the fire now 
and it is useless to waste any more time on it. We will . 
probably hear of any details in Pearson’s column. 

The strong position we took in resisting the 
dissemination of such.sensitive information to a foreign 
government was fully justified. (Memorandum Roach to Bglmont, 
dated July 22, 1958, re "CIA Request for Permission to£piay 
Technical Surveillance Recording to King Hussien, Jordan" 



States, but was not ready for actual defection because of a 



possible hostage situation in his native country. The Bureau 
was following this potential defection and pursuant to estab¬ 
lished procedures was keeping interested agencies apprised of 
developments. On September 15, 1958, we received information 
indicating that another Government agency was conducting an 
investigation of the subject. Jt was later established that 
CIA was the other agency. (Rej I Bureau fileJ^T 

[106-640245] (0 . 

39. CIA ACTIVITIESfjN I " 


The Legal Attache, Tokyo, reported by letter dated 
| ^ Septemb er 22, 1958J&;hat P "ZS O) 

JPVil>' vr ' 1 l ^was a paid,Tiighly regarded, and very sensitive source 

/S of CIA ^ This information was given to the Legal Attache by -SeSF" 

John B. Stanley^KG2 HeacQin Japan. According to [Stanley!^) 
CIA did no,t want this information to be known to other agencies; -4 
particularly the FBI. The Director’s notation was, "Some more 
of CIA double dealing. H.” (Letter fr om Legat, Tokyo, dated 
September 22, 1958, "Investigations in | | 

Philippines") . 


b) 




40. ALLEGED CIA INCOMPETENCE 

-- 

During the period October £20-25j 1958, Bureau 
representatives attended a seminar at Orlando, Florida, which' 
was given by the U.S. Air Force,./^ Among the activities was 

lecture given byJ" " ” ’-' u J '~ 

briefing, General^ v 

Bureau representa tives and expressed his displeasure - 

briefing given by f" was particularly critical of. g^ 

,s;(f | f s [reluctance to furnish certain information, using the 

+^*t the mhtter was of a "Top Se cret" «n+ivro Central 


e U.S. Air Force,. /^ Among tne activities was a 
y JT l of CIA ^Subsequent to the.^^T' 

al'ftSfillard Youngfcpf' ^he Air Force confided to 

_ ....._tatTves and_expressed his displeasure with the 

v briefing gi 
.l f sjr 

excuse tlrat _ _ ___ _ __ „ - - 

stated that the position taken byf" [was only an^j^sf 

excuse for incompetence on the part of CTRTi vl-/ 


1 This item is being cited in the event we desire to 
use the foregoing as evidence to support a position that we were 
obliged to be circumspect in dealing with CIA. (Memorandum . - 
October 28, 1958, Roach to Belmont, f^Joint Strategic Planning!3)C s J 
Seminar, Orlando Air Force Base, Orlando, Florida, October£20-25T)/A 
1958") . ' 

41. CIA COVERAGE IN CUBA PRIOR TO OVERTHROW OF BATISTA GOVERNMENT 

The overthrow of the Batista Government on January 1, 
1959, and the subsequent assumption of power by Castro raised 
questions concerning the efficiency and competence of U.S. intel¬ 
ligence. Allen Dulles indicated that future developments would 





show that many more people were involved in the Castro organi¬ 
zation than the U.S. Government had realized. Information 
coming to-our attention suggested the possibility that both 
State and .CIA had failed to assess developments in Cuba properly. 

The foregoing is cited in the event that we found ^ 

reason to question the competency offcp[A in Cubajj This couldJ|QQ>y 
be useful if we wanted to justify theexistence of a Legal 
Attache office in Havana. One could also comment that poor 
coverage in Cuba had an indirect and adverse effect on our 
operations in the United States. - 


By letter dated*April 25, 1959, we voiced our 
objections to CIA for giving guidance to an individual with 
whom we had been maintaining contact for the purpos e of developi ng 
him as a double agent . fAThe individual involved was( T ~1 

|.~.J7a well-known .expert in the field of / A 

JjaedicalJresearch as Tt applied to^fpace flying. 
also a contract agent of CIA and Had occa sion to han dle sensitive 
matters for that Agency J In^pril, 0,959, I J was preparing QsJ 

to make a trip to Moscow. CIS briefed him on matters as they 
applied to his trip. The Agency also interviewed him concerning 
his relationship with the subject in Washington, D. C., and, 
furthermore, gave him guidance concerning the relat ionship. 

We objected to CIA giving any guidance .jfconcerningfS) 

his contacts with the subject without first.consulting with usr. 

J Bureau f ile£l05-69694)Tsj 

43. ALLEGED BELITTLING OF COMMUNISM BY AfchM DULLES 

In July, 1959, Allen Dulles of CIA spoke at the 
■ National Strategy Seminar of the National far College. One 
of the professors handling the Seminar was critical of Dulles. 

He claimed that Dulles had belittled the importance of the 
communist problem. 

The above is being cited in the event we desire to 
; utilize the information in justifying a position that it was 
necessary to be circumspect with CIA. (Memorandum W. C. Sullivan 
to Belmont, August 14, 1969, ’’National Strategy Seminar, National 
War College, July, 1959”) 

i 

4^. | "TEW’ MAGAZINE ARTICLE - SEPTEMBER, 1959 

1 In September, 1959, "True” magazine carried an 

article captioned "Allen Dulles: America’s Global Sherlock,” 
which Included information of a derogatory nature concerning" 
the, Director and the Bureau. The article precipitated a crisis 












^ 0 ^ 


which led to an almosy 
The article was writte 
,with the International 


the Bureau and CIA. 

.^ui McCarry who was connected 
rganization la Gene va, Switzerland-, 

. “1 The article (GS 

srarifi reference 


'.was.very.complimentary.towara.era..—xne.auxnor.made reference 

to relations between the Bureau and CIA and qtiite clearly 
indicated that they were strained. He claimed that the CIA 
took Agents from FBI; that Agents did not remain in the Bureau 
for an extended period; and he related a story very critical 
of the Director. 

We learned that the author had been in contact with 
CIA when he was preparing the article. We were told that/Xyman 
Kirkpatric^fP a CIA official, had read and approved the article 
prior to its publication. As a result of this information, 
f&irkpatric^became persona non grata with the Bureau. 

The Liaison Agent had conferred with both Dulles 
/V} and Ijprkpatriclpconcerning the matter. We took the position 
’ that based upon the information made sellable CIA. had promoted, 
condoned, or possibly even authored the article, Dulles denied 
that this was so and thenHirkpatricSfproduced information indi¬ 
cating that he had been knowledgeable of the authorfs article 
before it was published. The^author had contacted (Stanley 
te) GroganJ} one of (Kirkpatrick’s)subordinates* and had 

discussed the matter with him. The author allegedly had raised 
the question of strained} relations between the two agencies 
and at that time (6rogan) s -reportedly told the author that rela¬ 
tions were not strained, but were satisfactory. Nevertheless, 
the final draft .of the article included the derogatory infor¬ 
mation and the facts available to us indicate that^irkpatric£J £0 
had the opportunity to alert the Bureau to the existence of the 
article before it was published. He did mot do so. He told 
' us that this was an oversight. 


Consideration was given to severance of liaison 
relations. It was recommended and approved that liaison continue 
and that we keep Dulles and CIA on the string as to what cours% 
of action we were going to take. It was suggested that we not 
immediately answer le'tterg^ which had beep, sent td: the Bureau 
by Dulles and (Kdrkpatriclpin connection with this particular 
matter* It was also recoimnegded and approved that we cut off 
. all contact with /Kir kpatrickjTl/ffi 

|j By letter dated September 11, 1959, to Dulles, the 

Director expressed his keen disappointment because officials of 
CIA, when they had the opportunity, had failed to voice any con¬ 
cern or objection to "True" magazine, and furthermore, had failed 

• i: 



to notify the,Bureau. A letter dated September 16, 1959, was 
also sent to jjCirkpatriclq^nd he was .told that the Bureau was 
disappointed in him because he had failed to make any objection 
to the article and had not alerted us concerning the impending 
attack against the Bureau. (Memorandum Frohbose to Belmont, 

August 27, 1959, "Allen Dulles: America's Global Sherlock, 

’True’ Magazine, September, 1959"; and Memorandum Frohbose to 
Belmont, September 4, 1959, "Allen Dulles") 

45. ACTIVITIES OF CONTACTS DIVISION OF CIA - 1959 

We received information in September, 1959, that 
the Contacts Division of CIA had held interviews with American 
businessmen in the Boston area, which dealt with meetings between 
■ the businessmen and visiting (Ifo viets^pfrciA reportedly/was inter¬ 
ested in developing positivei intelligence information;£rbut it 
so happened that^one of the£§pviets$was involved in afaouble 
agent operation!being handled by tUe Bureau. The^Bureau already 
had notified CIA of our interest in the /Soviet JfBy letter 
dated September 29, 1959, we voiced our objection to t he manner 
in which CIA had handled this. (Re /1 Bureai/ 3 ) 

file |l34-84932Jg) ^ 

46. APPEARANCE OF COLONEL FRANTISEK TISLER BEFORE THE 
HOUSE COMMITTEE.ON UNAMERICAN ACTIVITIES (HCUA) - 1959 

.On November 6 , 1959, information was received 
indicating that HCUA was interested in obtaining Colonel Frantisek 
Tisler, a Czech defector, to testify before the Committee. HCUA 
advised us that it had contacted the State Department who, in 
turn, had conferred with CIA. Allen Dulles allegedly informed 
HCUA that Tisler was agreeable to appearing before the Committee 
and that he would be made available pursuant to certain security 
instructions. 


The Director asked whether or not CIA had authority 
to make a defector available to a congressional committee without 
first checking with other interested agencies. The Director was 
informed that CIA did not have such authority because a National 
Security Council directive made it very clear that this could not 
be done without processing the matter through the Inter-Agency 
Defector Committee. In this particular case the aforementioned 
Committee had not called a meeting, but the chairman, a,CIA 
official, had made certain phone calls. A Bureau representative 
was contacted by phone on November 6 , 1959, but & that time we 
had not formulated a position. Allen Dulles allegedly contacted 
the chairman of the Committee and was told that the Committee 
had no objection to making Tisler available. • - 



On November 13, 1959, CIA representatives were 
informed that we were opposed to making the defector available 
to HGUA. On that same date we were told that CIA was informing 
HCUA it was reversing its position and that, upon reconsideration, 
it did not feel that Tisler could be made available. 

By memorandum dated November 14, 1959, the develop¬ 
ments in this matter were reviewed and it was recommended that 
at the next Inter-Agency Defector Committee- meeting we strongly 
protest CIA’s dereliction in the handling ©f the HCUA request. 

• (Bureau file 105-3S958) . .• 

47. CRITICISM OB DIRECTOR 

On April 11,, 1960,[Ray Tanner* Preside!^)of Reicco 
jpompany, Caracas, Venezue la,7 informed th avgureau ttfat he recently 
.eld a conversation alth (T_ f a“6 of f icial^ ^ the 


jHsmbassy in Caracas. ~p yas |_ ~ ~l / [ | ft<5ok exception 

to complimentary statements macfe by/'Eannerf'cfoncerning the Director! 
and the FBI J stated that the Director should have retired$gf= 

five years ago for the good of all concerned. A protest was made 
to Allen Dulles on April 20, 1960. (Memorandum Frohbose to Belmont 
April. 21 ; I960. j^Herschel F. Peak,. Jr..")j(g) JFi 

48. (ROBERT AMORy3 CIA OFFICIAL ALLEGEDLY ADVOCATING 
RECOGNITION OF RED CHINA - 1960 

- In February, 1960, (Jr. Frank Barnett, Director of 

Researchjfor the Richardson Foundation, volunteered information 
concerning statements allegedly made by Robert Amory, a top 
CIA 7 official. fAmoi<y} allegedly advocated recognition of Red 
China. ' 

This matter was called to the attention of Allen 
Dulles and on April 20, 1960, Dulles informed the Liaison Agent 
that he had,,conducted an inquiry, had reviewed a tape recording 
of (arjiory ’s) talk, and was satisfied that ^aorfphad not made the 
statement attributed to him. 




The above -is being cited in the event we desire to 
dispute the position taken by Dulles. If the evidence clearly 
established that Junior jrRad made such a statement, we could use 
the information to support a position that we would have been 
warranted in being most circumspect wijh CIA. (Memorandum 
Frohbose to Belmont, April 21, 1960, (^Robert. Amory’^j^V 

ALLEGED INSTALLATION OF MICROPHONES ®N U.S. 

PREMISES ABROAD BY CIA ___ 

A State Department representative informed the Bureau^ 
that a microphone had been found in the W. t S. Embassy, Mexico City; 
that it had been planted by CIA; and that Allen Dulles allegedly 

- -is. “ ■ ' . 
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had maintained that if CIA was to operate effectively, it had 
to know what was going on in U.S. establishments. The implication 
was left- that CIA was covering activities of other U.S. agencies 
• through technical installations.. Inquiries developed informa¬ 
tion indicating that CIA had installed a microphone in the Embassy 
in 1952 at the request of a State Department official. The Office 
of Security in State Department was contacted in an effort to 
pin this down in a more specific manner. We were told by State 
that their records did not contain any information concerning 
the microphone. 

Subsequently, a letter was transmitted to all Legal 
Attaches instructing them to be on the alert for technical 
installations which may affect Bureau operations. (Memorandum 
L’Allier to Belmont, May 2, 1960, ’'Installation of Microphones 
on U.S, Premises Abroad by CIA”) 
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^ ^ jyith thp Bureau. The^ 
if y/ ~~ f had in formed [_ 
Ns/xhel [7inquired 
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jfV£.(0C^ We received information indicating that the subject, 

a (^former Cuban^intelligence agent an d the subject of a Bura 
investigation, had planned to defect{ ] [ Wef_ 

permitted a CIA representative to contact the subject in order 
► to orient him so that maxicmh''propaganda effect would be derived 
through newspaper publicity^—'We were told that the CIA repre¬ 
sentative been instructed by his headquarter 

to tell the subject that he would not be prosecuted by the U.S. 
Government, We complained to CIA stressing that the Agency 

had no power or authority to promise the subject imm unity. _ 

(Memorandum L’Allier to Belmont, September 30, 1960, /'! 1 
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£Cr 


position as 


Miss I 


eg) 


CIA employee, 


obtained a^g^ 


i. 


secretar y >in the office of f _ _j 

j jlylPrior to receiving this job, CIA checked 
ith thp Bureau. The^Liaison Ageqt subsequently learned that 

~Jthat she was leaving her job( 


v. -fhe l ’ |7 inquirea if she could recommend somebo dy else-. 

She gave them the name of another CIA employee, MissJ j 

JPdW * 1 J - -*■ 


jFf.C.'KW) 


The Liaison Agent informed CIA that the Agency was 
out; of line by not first checking with the Bureau before recom-^. ^ 
mending 1 ff to f ^ that the Bureau was intereste<(jS) 




in.developing intelligence information which might be useful 
to the U.S. Government; and that, in this instance, CIA was 
obstructing operations by not appropriately coordinating with 
the Bureau. (Memorandum L’Allier to Belmont, October 31, I960, 

;v- ■ 

- 19 - *! 




52. CIA USE OF BUREAU INFORMATION IN 

A U,S, INTELLIGENCE BOARD DOCUMENT 

. On March 30, 1961, the Liaison Agent contacted 
Allen Dulles concerning CIA’s failure to obtain Bureau clearance 
for use of our information in a U.S. Intelligence Board document. 
No known damage had been done, but the Agent stressed the sensi¬ 
tivity of the Bureau information. Dulles requested one of his 
subordinates to establish a procedure to prevent a recurrence 
of such errors. (Memorandum L’Allier to Belmont, March 30, 1961,. 

£sow"2j^(u) 

53. ’’SPY IN THE U.S.” BOOK AUTHORED BY PAY/EL MONAT 


■ • In July, 1961, our Chicago Office received galley 

proofs of the book "Spy in the U.S.," written by Pawel Monat. 

A review of these proofs disclosed several references which 
portrayed our counterespionage .capabilities in an unfavorable 
light. Since CIA was responsible for Monat and for any writing 
which he might perform, the matter was discussed with CIA. It 
turned out that CIA had not been following the preparation of 
the book. We were told that steps would be taken to protect 
Bureau interest. The publishers had indicated to CIA that they 
would cooperate on changes. Although some changes were made, 
the book still came out with some information which was not 
entirely favorable to the Bureau. (Pawel Monat, Bureau file 
105-40510) 


54. CONFLICT WITH LEGAL ATTACHE, 


IL 1961 


"■On October 6, 1961, our Legal Attache., . _ w 

received information indicating that thejjbzech Embassj/_jLn that ^ 

city was planning to protest harassment of its pe rsonnel by U.S, _ 

Intelligence. The Legal Attache was told by the I _ 

that the Agency was not involved. On October 12, 1961, the JFk 
same CIA of ficer changed his position and admitted that CIA had / 

been involved to a certain extent. The Liaison Agent objected 
to these tactics. It was important to him to ka#w the facts 
so he could be guided accordingly. (Memoranda ___ 

Sullivan, Oc tober 18, 1961, f^zechoslovakian Diplomatic 
Activit ies) M 


Allier to 


55. CIA TECHNICAL SURVEILLANCE ACTIVITY IN THE UNITED STATES - 1961 

--fr Sf 

American 

intelligence. Inquiries and review conducted by CIA.within.the 

Agency suggested that a CIA intelligence officer_Jivs'!/ » 

was a logical suspect. We conferred with CIA and on February 9, 

1962, we advised the Agency that we would take over the investi¬ 
gation. 


When he defected in December, 1961, (Q~ 
fnrnishpd information concerning alleged penetration of 



I 




(SEW 

Colonel £ 


jFtcCAtS) 


On February 7, 1962, Colonel Sheffield Edwards, 

Director of Security, CIA, informed the Liaison Agent that 
CIA was preparing a report containing extremely sensitive 
information. He stated that this information came from a 
sensitive source and he was not certain as to how it should 
be handled. As a result of a discussion with Edwards on 
February 26, 1962, it was a scertain ed that CIA had maintained 
a technical surveillance on i l |over an extended period. 

Edwards explained that he hacTbeen reluctant to identify this 
source at an earlier date because he feared that prosecution 
could have been jeopardized and, furthermore, he did not want 
his Agency embarrassed in the event the Bureau objected to 
CIA maintaining a capability such as technical surveillances. 

It was made emphatically clear to Edwards that it was absolutely 
necessary that we be provided with all the details and, further¬ 
more, that CIA, at the outset, should have apprised us of the 
’existence of the coverage. The Director made the notation, 

I.only wish we would eventually realize CIA can never be 
depended upon to deal forthrightly with us. Certainly my 
skepticism isn't based on prejudice nor suspicion, but on 
specific instances of all too many in number. Yet, there 
. exists wistful belief that the ’leopard has changed his 
spots.’ H,” (Memorandum Branigan to - Sulli van Febr uary 27, 

1962, ^Unknown Subject; KGB AgexiS Known as | JJjj/gN 

56. (£3 

In February, 1962, the Liaison Agent was requested 
to discuss with CIA a case which, in our opinion, clearly 
indicated CIA had failed to keep us appropriately informed 
of develo pments. The Bureau's original interest was initiated 
! | as a result of a discussion with CIA personnel in that C> 

city. Attempts to get CIA replies via correspondence were 
negative. On February 13., 1962, the Liaison Agent discussed 
the matter with CIA and received a reply which did not adequately 
satisfy the Bureau’s request. (Memorandum Donahoe to Sullivan, 
February 27, 1962, and Brennan to Sullivan, March 2, 1962; Bureau 
file Q05-99947J] g) 

57. CIA WIRE TAPPING IN THE UNITED STATES 

Sometime prior to the Bay of Pigs fiasco, CIA had 
become involved in a weird plan designed to bring about the 
assassination of Fidel Castro. One of the principal ingredients 
of this plan was to be the utilization of U.S. hoodlums; CIA 
established contact with Robert Maheu, former Bureau Agent, who 
served as the intermediary in dealings with the notorious 
hoodlum, Sam Giancana. 


JFKCOlA) 
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The entire operation fell apart when we developed 
information indicating that Maheu was behind a wire tapping 
operation .in Nevada, Potentially, there were elements for 
possible violation of unauthorized publication or use of 
communications. However, prosecution was out of the question 
because of the tainted involvement of CIA. (Arthur James Balletti, 
“Unauthorized Publication or Use of Communications'’ and memo¬ 
randum from the Director to Mr. Tolson, dated May 10, 1962) 


58. 




In October, 1962, we lodged a protest with CIA 
because the Agency initiated operation of Cuban agents in the 
Miami area and in so doing violated Bureau jurisdiction. 
Arrangements were subsequently effected where the source in 
the matter was turned over to the Bureau for handling. (M emo- 
randum Brennan to Sullivan, October 29, 1962,F 

I , JX £) ' . L - 

59. I l(f g) 


On April 23, 1963. CIA requested t hat the Bureau ^ 
establish coverage on a visiting/f ] national. s 

immediately instituted investigation and then determined tEat 
CIA actually had been instrumental in supporting the subject’s 
trip to the United States, CIA had been endeavoring to recruit 
the subject. On April 29, 1963, a strong protest was lodged 
with General Carter, Deputy Director of CIA, (Memor andum 
Brennan to Sullivan, April 26, 1963, Q ]]fe>) 


60. ALLEGED ATTACK ON BUREAU BY JOHN McCONE 


We received information in December, 1963, indicating 
that John McCone, Director of CIA, allegedly was attacking the 
Bureau in what would appear to be a vicious and underhanded 
manner. McCone allegedly informed Congressman Jerry Ford and 
Drew Pearson that CIA had uncovered a plot in Mexico City 
indicating that Lee Harvey Oswald had received $6,500 to 
assassinate President Kennedy, The story attributed to McCone 
appeared to be related to information which had come from one 
Gilberto Alvarado, a Nicaraguan national. Interrogation of 
Alvarado, including a polygraph, disclosed that he had fabricated 
his story. This had been made known to CIA and to McCone. There¬ 
fore, if McCone had made the above statements to Ford and Pearson, 
it would appear that it would have been an obvious attempt to 
ridicule the Bureau. The Liaison Agent contacted McCone on 
December 23, 1963. McCone vehemently denied the allegations. 
(Memorandum Brennan to Sullivan, December 23, 1963, “Relations 
With CIA”) . 
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RI NOSENKO 
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/ ^' ' 

The subject is a Soviet national who first made 
contact .'with CIA in/^96j7ercpressing a desire to cooperate. He 
openly defected in fTjDS^J&nd he is currently in the United States. 
He has been the source of''considerable controversy because of 
questions raised pertaining to his bona fides, Early in£Ij364j c5j 
CIA took a very strong position indicating that fNosenko)was 
a plant. The Bureau did not make, a commitment on bona fides. 

In the meantime, Qjfosenkc^although controversial, continues to 
furnish voluminous information. 

It is possible that at some future date the issue of 
bona fides will be conclusively resolved and the action taken 
by the Bureau so far will have been justified. This is important 
to be kept in mind as far as the future is concerned. 

If it is finally concluded that (NosenkoJ is a bona 
fide defector, CIA could be charged with gross mi sha ndling of 
tjie subject over a period of years. fTfuri Nosenkoj\ Bureau file 
g5-68530j}^) _ 


62. jC 
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On April 13, 1964, the Liaison Agent protested to 
CIA because the Agency had failed to notify the Bureau concerning * 
the past utilization of an individual as a double agent in an 
operation directed against the Soviets fia. Mexico .^ The indj.vidual^’ 
in this case was serving aAQ in Texas$Ln 1964(g) 

and because CIA did not notify us concerning the past , our interes ts 
could have been jeopardized, bearing in nind that the /] J <S) 

could have been in contact with the Sovie ts without o ur knowledge. 

• CIA had severed its relationship with the[f" |Prior to his(vS) 

(s)|| [assignment in the United States, but CIA, nevertheless 

Thad an obligation to give us proper notification. (Memorandum 
Brennan to Sullivan, April 7, 1964, f"Jose Rafael Suarez-Arcos"£}^ 5 ) 


63. ' CIA COVERT ACTIVITY 


f Tl- 1965 ( ^£lT) JFVL6^C6J 


JFWe received informat ion in June, 1965, that certain 
[were representing themselves ar 




y 

ena 


We ascertained that this activity was beingQsQ^}^) 


performed in beEalf of CIA, who had issued credentials to the, 


3<$u> 


r e protested, bearing in mind that the cover being used could 
Cause embarrassment to the United States and could impose a 
problem for the Bureau because we would become the recipients 


• ’ 3 i 
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of impersonation complaints. CIA was requested to take immediate 
steps to correct the undesirable situation., We were subsequently- 
informed- by CIA that the credentials had been withdrawn and that 
the cove? would no longer be used. (Memorandum Brennan to Sulliva n, 
June 21, 1965, "Central Intelligence Agency - Operations [ Z3 |g 

64 . I ® 


In August, 1965, both the Bureau and CIA had an 
int erest in assessi ng the potential utilization of the sei’vices 
/,$*) of ff t) a HaitianTexile residing in the United States. 

l\W*) We were interested'xn I Ibecause he potentially could furnish/*^} 


because he potentially could furnishfe) 


\ information concerningfHaitian]exiles in this country and 
Agency wanted to utilize him. in overseas intelligence operations. 

I y*' We informed CIA thatp^ Iwould notbe made available to theQS) 

Agency. CIA appealed and asked that we recons ider our position 
because of the potentially high value of |~ J in the proposed(Sj 
CIA operation. While we were negotiatinJ~with CIA, we determined 
that the Agency was already in contact with the subject and was , 

conferring with him. We subsequently protested to the Agency_J W ' UUJ 

who claimed that it had not been out of line in contacting/^.Jg) 

because the Agency had maintained a relationship with him in the 
past. We did not accept this e xplanation. (Memora ndum Brennan 
to Sullivan, September 2, 1965, . —J|^S) . 

65. INSECURE HANDLING OF [TQPHATlINFORMATION 

By letter dated ^D ecember 2, ^L9557[CIA informed 
-v that one of its representatives had notified the U.S. Ambassador 
in (Bur mal that the newly designated (Soviet]Military Attache ioggT^ 
/OCSangoonThad cooperated with the FBI prior to leaving the UnitecTjg^ 
Statesjin 196j^?i*d that he had remained in contact followingJ®^? 

. . _ _ir-rr__—T/SXrrt.o. ell norfoimsd o aonci -M Rirrpan 


his return to/Joscow^This all pertained to a sensitive Bureaujgh \ 
source who had been ^transferred by the [govie£JGovernment from.^gpCWsJ 
Moscow]to Cthe Soviet]Embassy in/jJurraa;] By letter dated December 3/^j 
X965jTwe made a strong protest to CIA charging that Agency wit 
violating an understanding relative to [the Tophat operation 
Admiral Raborn, then Director of CIA, telephonically contacted 
the Director, made reference to our communication, acknowledged 
that his man had been-'out of line, but did express concern 
that the Bureau’s displeasure had been placed in writing. The^ 
Director made it crystal clear that he was not happy with the 
unauthorized action taken by CIA and instructed that no further an. 
operational activity be taken with regard to^TophatJuntil we(^§*| L. ) 
determined what CIA planned to do concerning the matter. 

(Memorandum Brennan to Sullivan,^December 2, [1965, "Tophat 

r f In%arch, l^.&Sn'CIA requested coverage on a visiting(j5jh^ 


. ■■ innm aiicn, ^ - 

Official of the I ftESvernment]because of information develoue^ 

^Ey the Agency indicating that the f _f was yorking for the KGB.^ 






Instructions were sent to the field' and we then learned in 
New York City that CIA allegedly planned to make a recruitment 
approach. The matter was taken up with CIA headquarters and 
a protest was made because of the wide discrepancy in the 
reports we received on CIA_intentions. (M^nprandum Brennan to 
Sullivan, April 18, 1966, [ T j (5) J F^COtA ) 

67. PASSING OF BUREAU DOCUMENTS TO 
SENATOR ROBERT'.C. BYRD BY CIA EMPLOYEE - 1966 

In September, 1966, we developed information indicating 
that copies of FBI documents had been passed to Senator Byrd by 
CIA. The matter was discussed with the Director of CIA and the jpk -o 
Agency subsequently conduc ted an investigation and established C O J j 

that one of its employees, |_ J had sub m i t ted (5p 

a name check request to the Bureau concerning one j | _[JfS) 

who wa s the subject of the material in question. At that time 
had a responsibility of handling name check requests for 
CIA and, in this connection, was in contact with our Name Check 
Section. He admitted that he instituted a name check on an_ "off 
the cuff basis" for another CIA employee named ^ 

It is my recollection that one or both CIA employees 
were subsequently fired or asked to resign. (Memorandum 
Brennan to Sullivan, September 21, 1966, "Leak of FBI Documents 
Concerning ^ ~^| to Senator Robert c * Byrd 

68. ^ALLEGED COMPROMISE OF BUREAU DOUBLE AGENt J^J (b) 

Qn March, 1967, we protested to CIA in connectio n 
with' a matter relating t o our mutual Interest in a I T e) 

connected with f irorpor atioimafNewark, New Jers 

We were utilizing Ithe I ~~L gks ardouble agent in an pperaTtionj^^T 

directed against «Te Sovietg^CIA had established a relation¬ 
ship with the same person for the pur pose of acquir ing positive 
intelligence relating to the field of l , |ffe)Our| Newark|fe^C^u) 

Office received information indicating that a CIA officer^. 
without authorization, compromised our relationship with'yshe 

by discussing the matter with the president of theJg^O-L/ 
firm. (Memorandum Sullivan to DeLoach, March 15, 1967,, 

[~"NK 2264-S, IS - 

69. ~| CQ , 

In July, 1967, we protested to CIA in a case where 
the Agency allegedly had failed to report to us concerning a 
communication which a Cuban exile, residing in the United States, 
had received from the Cuban Intelligence Service. The particular 
communication had instructed the exile to initiate preparations 



for the handling of an intelligence assignment in the United 
States. CIA claimed that the exile had been reluctant to 
operate in. this country and CIA then instructed him not to 
respond to the communication received from Cuba. We took the 
position that despite this reluctance on the part of the exile', 
the Bureau had been entitled to have had the opportunity to 
make its own assessment. (Memorandum Brennan Sullivan, ^ 
July 20, 1967, [' ~l frs - Cuba’-V^T 

70. CIA AND ITS INVOLVEMENT IN LEGISLATION ' ' 

DEALING WITH THE "ERVIN BILL"_ 


On June 5, 1969, information was received indicating 
that Richard Helms had sent Senator Sam Ervin three proposed 
amendments to the legislation being proposed by the Senator, , 
all dealing with the protection of the constitutional rights 
of Government employees. We had been following developments 
relating to this proposed legislation because the provisions 
had a very definite bearing on Bureau operations. The proposed 
amendments made by Helms included exemptions from certain 
provisions of the Bill for FBI, CIA, and the National Security 
Agency. These amendments.were suggested by CIA without prior 
consultation with the Bureau. The Director made the notation, 
"This presumptuous action of Helms’ is astounding." (M. A. Jones 
to Bishop memorandum, June 6, 1969, "S. 782; Protection of 
Constitutional Rights of Government Employees to Prevent 
Unwarranted Invasion of Their Privacy") 


71.. CIA COVERAGE OF BUREAU LEADS 

Historically, CIA’s coverage of Bureau leads had 
been decidedly spotty from the standpoint of delivering 
satisfactory content and servicing the leads within a reasonable 
period of time. It would be necessary to review hundreds, if 
not thousands, of files to document what we consider delays in 
following our leads. It should be noted that CIA, organizationally, 
has never maintained an atmosphere of discipline in any way 
comparable to that of the Bureau. Matters are not followed 
as promptly and responsibility is not firmly fixed. This 
evaluation is made in light of standards followed by the Bureau. 

We continually prod and push CIA for responses. To develop all 
of the evidence to explain these delays would require an inspection 
Of CIA operations. CIA has given the following types of•responses: 
hazards of adverse operating conditions in backward countries; 
limited personnel; undue exposure to hostile intelligence, police, 
and security services; pressures placed on the Agency on priority 



targets quite often dealing with political crises in foreign 
countries. Although CIA has not ventured to emphasize the 
point, i-t is believed that in many instances it has not pro¬ 
duced satisfactorily and efficiently because of the absence 
of reliable sources . 

72. LACK OF PROPER ORIENTATION OF BUREAU 
RESPONSIBILITIES AND JURISDICTION. 

Although there has been decided improvement in 
recent years, the Liaison Agent continues to note a definite 
lack of knowledge of FBI responsibilities and jurisdiction on 
the part of CIA employees. They do receive some training in 
this regard, but the impression is left that such training 
could be much more extensive. The Bureau’s Liaison Agent has 
lectured to hundreds of CIA employees in the last few years 
and this has produced significant signs of concrete benefits. 

CIA employees encountered the Liaison Agent on a very regular 
basis and asked questions pertaining to our responsibilities. 
Nevertheless, there is room for much improvement. 

73. CIA POLICY REGARDING DISSEMINATION TO OUR LEGAL ATTACHES 

There has been a sore spot in connection with CIA 
policy relating to its dissemination of informationjat a loca ,L^/.^ 
level in our embassies?) This policy allegedly has applied tcQgj£L(_uJ 
all other agencies andincludes our Legal Attaches. CIA has 
maintained that unless the information it develops or receives 
is in the immediate jurisdiction of a particular agency, it 
jyill only disseminate at the Seat of Government. As an example, 
if CIA received information concerning the existence of a U.S. 
criminal fugitive in a foreign country, it would disseminate 
to the Legal Attache. However, if the information falls within 
the area of intelligence, which includes subversive activities, 
the Agency has stated that under its system the information is 
considered to be "raw material" and that it must be evaluated 
at headquarters and reviewed in the context of what has been 
received from other countries, and then disseminated to inter¬ 
ested customers. We have not raised an issue, but dissemination 
regarding political conditions in a country where the Legal 
Attache is assigned could be useful because it would further 
orient him in his dealings with foreign officials. There have 
been exceptions where the CIA/chief in an area, on his own 
initiative j has given such information to our Legal Attache 
After CIA disseminates at headquarters, we are in a position 
to 1 communicate the information to our Legal Attaches. This 
helps, but it would be much more convenient for the Legal 
Attache to receive it£at the local level.Jj^/^\ 
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There are situations where CIA offices abroad 
receive information regarding a subject, such as an alleged 
spy traveling to the United States, or the case abroad 
simply-has ramifications in this country. In these instances, 

CIA has followed a definite pattern over the years of not 
furnishing such information to the Legal Attache, but 
disseminating to us at Seat of Government. Here again, CIA 
has maintained that its headquarters must review the data and 
make the decision regarding dissemination. We have not raised 
an issue. We could by claiming that the Legal Attache could 
be useful in evaluating the case and being in a position to 
follow Bureau interests as soon as possible. However, if we 
pushed for a change in current conditions, we should consider 
that the Legal Attaches possibly could inherit responsibilities 
abroad which might present risks or operational headaches. 

fj*o r several years there existed a coordinating 
mechanism Hua] | headed by CIA. This was a committee 

headed by the Agency and composed of representatives of -other 
U.S. agencies* The committee reviewed espionage and counter¬ 
espionage developments in | | which had a bearing on U.S. 

interests. If a problem of operational jurisdiction arose 
among the U.S. agencies, the committee mechanism was used 1 to 
establish an agreed-to operating agreement. Quite often various 
responsibilities were divided among the different agencies.] 

It is ray recollection that the Bureau has not been interesfecr—^ / 
in becoming a part of such a committee. If we did, we could 
end up with responsibilities not entirely agreeable to us. 

74. SOME PAST HISTORY WHICH IS VERY RELEVANT 

When evaluating our relationship with CIA, including 
our grievances, it is believed that we cannot overlook the 
relevancy of the serious differences we experienced with the 
Office of Strategic Services (OSS) during World War II. The 
seeds leading to the establishment of CIA came from OSS. William 
Donovan, who was the head of OSS, has been referred to as the 
"Father of CIA.*’ 

There were instances when OSS blatantly ignored FBI 
jurisdiction and failed to coordinate on numerous matters. There 
<3ga|j>a number of CIA -officials who obviously had a definite dislike 
for the Bureau. The loose administration of OSS, .its employment 
of known'subversives, its alleged penetration by the Soviets, •. 
and its attitude toward the Russian Government at the time posed 
serious problems to the Bureau. At one point OSS was actually 
giving serious consideration to establishing liaison with the 
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NKVD. Because a substantial number of OSS officials subsequently 
became important figures within CIA, it would be logical to 
assume that the FBI was justified in being most prudent, if not 
circumspect, in dealings with the Agency. 

When evaluating its position in 1970, the Bureau 
rightfully cannot forget the troubles with OSS. At the same 
time, it would be most unwise if we neglected to examine the 
role played by the Bureau when we disbanded our SIS operations 
in 1947. In a matter of hours, we destroyed hundreds of files 
in our SIS offices abroad, and we did not turn over to CIA a 
large number of sources and informants. There have been many 
ex-Agents who had been connected with SIS, who were familiar • 
with the file destruction operation, and who later became 
•connected with CIA. It is possible that the Agency could 
argue that the actions by the Bureau were detrimental to U.S. 
interests and impaired CIA’s early efforts to establish desired 
coverage in Latin America. 
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DATE: torch 7, 1970 


' SUBJECT: 


RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
ESTA BLISHMENT OF BUREAU LIAIS ON 
WITH £j 1 

IZZ^= 


’ CLASSiA^PBY S Pl Sdt ti d&f'er 

DECLASSiFY ON; 25 




Item number 25 in the material submitted to the Director 
) by SA Sa m Papich in his memorandum of 3/5/70, discusses a trip to 

by Legal Attache (Legat) . in 1960 to explore arrange¬ 
ments lor liaison with appropriate ( "[a uthorities, It is given 
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as an instance CIA could cite as anFBTxailure to coordinate with 
them in line with National Security Council Directives. 

MA-M&. reportedly raised questions, indicating FBI 

should (first reach agreeme nt with CIA, which he said had previously 
handled all relations with I [ author!tiesQCS^Papich says CIA 

Director, Allen Dulles, later expressed disappointment that we 
did not contact CIA beforehand but that an agreement satisfactory 
to all concerned was eventually worked out. Papich also says that 
in late 1959 we gave consideration to establishing a Legat in 
Denmark but did not inform CIA.pf-our intentions. 

In contemplation of the stationing of a Legat in Denmark, 
Bulet of 12/7/59 instructed Legat, Pa, to broaden lilison 
contacts in Scandinavian countries and toid Lg&ATj P 4AC£ to, m ake 
exploratory contacts with appropriate authorities in] b Cs) 

for the same purpose/ Since we had told State by letter of • 3/10/55 
that we would handle requests for investigations and name checks 
for the | r only when received through formal State channels, 
we a d vise d u^tate of our intention to make exploratory contacts w±h 
the ^[/ regarding regular liaison arrangements, and State v 

approved. State sent a letter to the U. S. Embassy inf - .“ft 

on 12/17/59, advising of the Bureau's intention ,\ but i t apparent ly 
did not get to "MAMS* • prior to Legat's tr^p to j Q 

On 1/4/60 Legat-, called,^the| trom^PtA and 

arranged, to^ca^J. on them on i/7/60. The / ( reported the call to 
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C/A 


... who told STATS DSPAfTH&yr 
"T On 1/7/60 the Director received a letter of 1/5/60 
from. in which he said he was disturbed about the manner 

in which he had learned of the Legat's proposed visit. While 
offering to assist the Bureau, spoke of the longstanding 

(Contractual and financial arrangements CIA had with | [ and 

suggested the Director and Allen Dulles discuss the matter if' 

PWMP lanned * 

ORMA'nDN^ ) 
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■ On 1/7/60, Legat met with . 

CIA 1 jv A/-!# ■ t prior to visit ing l J | He explain 

that he was to explore the possibility of direct ccriae 
Cs) ] ~~ J\ concerning exchange of information bearing on U,S. 

• security matters. He said he would not be operational 

the contemplated liaison could not reasonably cause inn or f crone. c 
with! the - existing CIA arrange ment. M While ft/A fit 
expressed misgivings that the j fmight be confused, no request 
was made to refrain from contacting| “ f^The CIA representative 
said he had requested his headquarters for comment on learning 
of the proposed visit- of Legat but had not received a reply. 

Legat later brief ed }Vhh& ; ' on the results of 

his visit to | ' ~^ 7/ho Y/ere friendly but deferred a final 

commitment, referring to thd existing "American arrangement." 

By letter of 1/13/60 the Director thanked 
.-.for his offer to ass ist, and said Bureau interests in 
Scandinavian countries and | ~^ ere under discussion with 

All en Dull es'. was : also assured our proposed contacts’ with 

CO the| [were purely liaison in nature; that while v/e would 

keep CIA advised of items' of interest to it in connection with 
its responsibilities abroad, it was not believed necessary to 
go beyond the U.S. Intelligence Board Dire ctive of 12 /8/59 in 
coordinating with CIA matters taken up with J ^That 

Directive cays CIA shall be responsible for coordination of all 
U.S. liaison which concerns clandestine intelligence activities 
. or which involve foreign clandestine services. Paragraph 10, 

- •-however, says the Directive does not apply to any liaison 
relationship concerned with U.S. internal security functions, 
or with criminal or disciplinary matters which are not directly 
related to foreign espionage or clandestine counterintelligence. 

On 1/13/60 Papich explained to Allen Dulles and fSArtyg. 

~ ‘ th e^reasons for our contacts in Scandinavian countries and 
(S) H _I exploring possible establishment of a Legat in Denmark. 


When Papich challenged them to cite any Bureau failure to comply 
with the Directive for coordination of U.S, lisison activities 
abroad, /A.A/s’c immediately stated there were no such instances. 

In answer to specific invitation by Papich to air ary co 'plaints 
or problems, Dalles stated that neither he nor hia rcore-u..natives 
had any complaints; that ha was personally unhappy nbc v: uni- 
being contacted in the beginning; but that he ana OTA vcula give 
all possible assistance.. (Dulles did assist by writing a per sonal 
lett er to Ji/ A-P4B- ? which resulted jin a joint FBI - T fr CIA 

meeting on 4/8/60, at which direct FB H ' ~ U iaison v/as agreed upon). 

m ■ 
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On memorandum M&N&- to of 1/14/60, 

concerning the 1/13/60 meeting of Papich, Dulles and jtJftHRL. 
Director noted : u l. Well handled by Papich. 2. All of 
the turmoil developing in this situation could have been 
avoided if we had properly contacted Dulles and also 
followed through with State. H.” 

RECOMMENDED ACTION :- ’ 

None, We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 


Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU LIAISON 
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1 - Mr. DeLoac^ 

1 - Mr. Sullivan 
1 - Mr. Conrad 
"date': " April 14j- 1970 



v e UNITED STATES GOvE^MENI 

y ' s Memorandum 

to V Mr. C. tC DeLoachp^ 

from : W. C. Sulliva^ 

suBjECT^^g LATI QNS WITH CENTRAL - 
INTELLIG ENCE AGENCY (CIA) 

Reference my memorandum 3/30/70 summarizing proposals of 
• • • • ’CIA Director Helms regarding FBI-CIA coordination, in intelligence collection 
activities. Director approved meetings between' CIA and Bureau representa¬ 
tives to further explore these matters. ~ 

On afternoon of 4/13/70, Inspector D. E. Moore and myself met 
briefly with. Mr. James Angle ton, Chief, Counterintelligence Staff, CIA, 
and Mr. W. Scott Miler of his staff. This session was strictly exploratory 

• in nature and was aimed at defining the scope and limitations of our 

' .. • .. discussions with CIA on the points in question. Angleton noted that CIA 

Director Jfciejms will be closely following the outcome 6f these discussions 

• and is personally interested in resolving any current problems m this area. 

Mr. Angleton indicated that CX A would like to direct initial attention 
| to two of the itemS cited by Helms, ^namely, the question of audio (electronic 
I surveillance) coverage and the suggestion that FBI and CIA specialists in the 
| communist bloc field hold periodic seminars to coordinate our information. 

1 -The Bureau's position regarding electronic surveillance coverage, as 
outlined in the Director’s letter to Helms oO/31/70, was reitereated with 
emphasis upon the problems such coverage often pose with regard to 
prosecution as well as adverse public reaction to this type coverage. 

~ • .1 made the point that the Bureau has not received the necessary 

support in this area from responsible quarters; that in the past the Bureau 
had a substantial amount of coverage of this type in the interest of both our 
•I own counterintelligence responsibilities as well as the national security • 

' : ' r interest but that we have had to retrench in recent years largely as a result 
- of the lack of support for such operations. 

;r ,2. Angleton noted that in respSnie to CIA’s request for electronic 
• l coverage of two Indian nationals who were suspected KGB agents in the Fall 
[of 1969, the Bureau had request that they ta ke thi sjcaattq;uiP with the 

ClassifiecMiS. /J3 ... 

WCS:mea re^p, gTreg N’ngUgpft-gaViEB 

(4) ‘.“ 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

* 

Memorandum 


Mr. C, D. DeLoach 

DATE: 3/6/70 


W. C. Sullivan ' 

RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 

CIA REQUEST FOR BUREAU LECTURE 
ON COMMUNISM IN THE U. S, 

Item Number 15 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses the Director’s 
refusal of a 1958 CIA request for - to lecture 

on communism before a CIA group. Papich stated that CIA accepted 
this as an affront and a blatant refusal to cooperate on a most 
important subject of interest to both agencies. 

The files disclose -that by letter.9/25/58 signed by 
A/AMZ , CIA requested As A MS to address a selected 

group of CIA personnel on the communist movement in the U. S. 

CIA suggested dates of 12/9,10,or 11/58. The Director by routing 
slip attached to letter commented, "It seems strange 

that CIA should seek this when its top representative in | j . 

considers FBI as a bunch of mere ’flat-feet’ and the dangers 
of communism as something conjured up In the minds of the FBI. 

But then again I note request doesn’t come' from the Director 
nor even the Deputy Director of CIA.” ^ 

Memorandum to dated 10/1/58 

made reference to CIA’s request arfd the Director’s comments. It 
recommended that ( the best interests of the Bureau would be served 
by giving this lecture, not because of the information which 
could be conveyed to CIA on communism in the U. S,, but because 
it would give m&AG an opportunity to raise a number of 
questions himself of the group concerning CIA’s own activities 
in the field of communism. It was pointed out that it could be 
considered a bit of a challenge to see how much the FBI could 
learn about the operation of CIA during the course of the lecture 
and discussion rather than the converse. UA-Mi> recommended 

that the request be declined and the Director concurred commenting, 

”We cannot make A'Awjg. available to this outfit.” 

national security information 

Unauthorized Disclosure 
Subject to Criminal Sanctions 
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Memorandum 


to Mr .■ 

C. 

D. 

DcLoach 

FROM Mr. 

W. 

c. 

Sullivan 


SUBJECT RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

ALLEGED PENETRATIONS OF CIA 


-—p 

f, 

ii ■' 

date: March 6;, 1970 



Item number 31,^alleged penetration of CIA," in the 
material submitted to the Director by SA Sam Papich in his 
memorandum of 3/5/70 discusses allegations made by 

MAMG regarding recruitment of four 

CIA employees by the Soviet Committee for State Security (KGB), 
that CIA requested full investigation which we declined. 


BACKGROUND OF CASE AfJto 

iP&btlfYJVl* DATA alleged that the KGB had 

penetrated CIA through an individual having the code name 
In an effort to identify this penetration CIA provided 
■ with information regarding many individuals who had workod for 
CIA in Germany. 

A/AHE identified two individuals at various times 
as and in each instance investigation "washed out" the 

identification. A/AME finally identified . as one 

- MAtoE a former employee of CIA. During the course of 
extensive document reviews - became acquainted with 

'background of various individuals who had worked in Germany at 
the time did. A/ AME identified four present employees 

of CIA with unknown subjects who had come to his attention while 
he was active in the KGB. 


PROBLEM WITH CIA CIA wanted the Bureau to undertake full- 

scale investigation of its four•employees based solely on 
£ 's allegations. 

DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM WITH CIA By letter of February 26, 1965, CIA 
was 1 informed there appeared to be no basis at that.time for a 
full-scale investigation of these men by the FBI on 'the basis of 
allegations by MAM& . With regard to, any investigation in the 
United States concerning two of the men, a conclusion would be 
made following completion of the investigation of MfrHB. 
and interviews of MA Based upon the investigation 
. oiy&HE and the interviews of yAMB ' •, CIA was 

informed by letter of July 20, 1965, that nothing had been developed 
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-•UNITED STATES C "MnMEI 

Memorandum 


Mr. DeLoach 


date: jarch 9, 1970 


FROM : w. C. Sulliva^ 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


SfflB 




Reference is made to *fche memcrandum W. C. Sullivan 
to C. D. DeLoach dated 3/5/70 ■, captioned-’as above. At that 
time the Director was advised this Division would make an 
analysis of each situation cited in the memorandum of 
Special Agent Sam J. Papich relative to grievances which CIA ^ 
might hold in connection with relations with the FBI. ^ 

Enclosed will be found an analysis of 38 items 
(2 are contained in one memorandum, maiding a total of 37 
memoranda) , In substance our analysis cfoes not show any 
real reason why CIA would raise any issue in connection with 
37 out of the 38 items. The recommended! action in each of 
these cases would logically close the sa.ttsr-. In one memorandum 
the 37th itemiCS93@aa, it is recommended that a carefully worded 
letter to CIA outlining policy and the basic elements of 
intelligence and counterintelligence w-Bok affecting the ._ 
United States be sent to that Agency. The purpose of this is 
to protect the Bureau by giving CIA a .qiance to make any 
comments, if it has any, in regard to file current utilization 
• pf sources and facilities affecting boirb CIA and the Bureau. a 

If CIA replies that it is satisfied with the current _ intelli- •, 

gence conditions in this area, we will put this particular 
matter to rest and we will have their Hatter in the file. 

\ This Division will take any and all steps to comply 

with the Director's wishes in this matter and in any other 
cork^erning which this Division is invoDved. ^ 

RECOMMENDATION: 

“ ~ l '7Fq£~ the reformation of the Dunector. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


■ Mr, C. D. DeLoach 


FROM : Mr. W. C. Sullivan 


SUB J ECT RELATI O N SH I P S WITH CIA 


DATE: March 6, 1970 




I tem number on e in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent (S A) Sam Papich in his me morandum 
3/5/70 discusses the case of | ~J J 

BACKGROUND OF CASE | a Hollywood motion picture 

producer, was recruited by soviet intelligence in 1935. From 
1947 to 1957 he was operated as a double agent by’ the FBI, This 
was an extremely sensitive counterintelligence operation involving 
Soviet intelligence activities in the United States in which 
Morros traveled behind the ‘Iron Curtain for meetings with his 
Soviet principals. 

_ \K. coo 1 } 

Information obtained by ([ J from his Soviet contacts 
was disseminated to interested agencies, including the Central 
Intelligence Agency, On January 25, 1957, Jack Soble, Myra Soble, 
and Jacob Albam were arrested in New York on charges of conspiracy 
to commit espionage against the United States. 


PROBLEM WITH CIA ^^On 

information received from _ __ 

intelligence agencies, including,CIA, By letter of March 27, 1954, 
Lieutenant General C. P, Cabell,' Acting Director of CIA, 
criticized the information and, in effect, characterized it as 
"fabrication or the product of a paper mill," which conclusion 
Cabell stated had been applied to many similar disseminations in 
the past from apparently the same source. By letter of April 5, 
1954, the Bureau informed CIA that it was believed that no useful 
purpose would be served in making any future dissemination to 
CIA of information received from this source. 

On April 9, 1954, Mr, Allen Dulles, then Director of 
CIA, advised Liaison Agent Papich that he had been looking into the 
matter and there was ho question in his mind but that his agency 
had acted stupidly in transmitting such a letter to the Bureau. 

62-80750 r 

1 - 100-352385 ^ 


March 16, 195 4, the Bureau disseminated 
Q J to heads of the various 


1 - Mr, C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W, C, Sullivan 
1 - Mr. W. A. Branigan 
1 - Mr. D, J, Brennan 
1 - Mr. L, Whitson 
LW;as (7) 
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Memorandum to Mr, C, D, DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
62-80750 


By letter of April 21, 1954, Mr* Dulles stated that 
CIA would appreciate it if the Bureau wo uld kindly continue ^ 

to send reports from the source \ |j which relate jfkc'jv 3 

to matters of foreign intelligence. By letter of April 29, 1954, 
the Director expressed the opinion that no useful purpose 
would be served by disseminating to CIA information received 
from the source in the future. 


Nevertheless, memorandum Branigan to Belmont dated 
April 28, 1954, po inted ou t that when and if the Bureau receives 
information in the I |in the future of a type required 

by National Security Council Directive to be furnished to CIA, 
it should be carefully evaluated and a decision made at that time 
as to the officials and agencies of the Government to whom it 
should be disseminated. The Director noted "OK but before anything 
goes to CIA from this source I want to pass on it. This 
restriction does not apply to dissemination to other agencies. H" 

Subsequent to the foregoing three disseminations were 
made to" inte rested agencies, including CIA, based on information 
from £ J during October and December, 1954, and appropriate 

dissemination was made thereafter with the Director's approval. 

As the time grew near for prosecutive action, the 
Department requested the Bureau to check with CIA to see if 
Department attorneys could interview a. Soviet infc ellig ence . 
defector then in custody of CIA named ]| [ ] J 

Accordingly, the Director authorized an oral briefingof Mr. Dulles 
and on 1/8/57 he and J ames Angleton of his staff were generally 
briefed on then |and the contemplated prosecution. They were 

furnish ed witli background data conc erning subjects residing in 
France, f j \ CIA was requested to search 

the names of individuals involved in the case and was 
asked regarding identities of CIA employ ees who might have 
information of pertinence concerning the ( | U b*) 

On March 4, 1957, Mr. James Angleton informed the liaison 
agent of resentment on the part of CIA employees and officials 
based upon the following: . 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D 0 DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
62-80750 


SECRET 


(1) CIA feels it should have been advised much 
earlier concerning those aspects of the case relating to 
CIA employees. 

(2) Leads were given to CIA at the same time the 
case was publicized and,' therefore, CIA was handicapped. 

(3) The failure to coordinate the French aspects 
of the case with CIA permitted the French intelligence 
agencies to play a dominant role in the European 
investigation. 

(4) CIA fears the Bureau had not told it all there 
was to know about the case that CIA should have known. 


DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM WITH CIA The Bureau took the position 
that any necessary investigation looking toward prosecution 
in countries where Bureau had a Legal Attache would be 
referred by the Legal Attache to the appropriate investigative 
agency of that country. In those countries where the Bureau 
did not have a Legal Attache, request f or investiga tion would . 

be channelled through CIA. Beca use the | | were in 

France, the interrogation of the l I was handled by 

request from the Legal Attache to the French; iaj 


JFWO'iCA) 


Uduring World War II had been with the 


Office of Strategic Services and had contacts later with CIA 
personnel. Prior to decision on pros ecution we d id not 


s ejcu 


be cause we 


disseminate information regarding the| 

feared the effects of •‘compromise from possible leaks would 
endanger the life of our source. This was particularly true 
in view of CIA's expressed attitude in 1954. Some leads had 
been given to CIA over two weeks before the arrests of the 
subjects in the United States. .Leads were not given earlier 
because of the fear of possible compromise. As far as 
coordinating the French aspects of the case were^concerned, 
it is doubted that CIA could have exerted any control over the 
French investigation after the French had the information. 

There was a distinct difference in this case between 
intelligence information and evidence in support of prosecutive 
action. 
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Recently the fSritish MI jp representa tive in _ jF|c(0<M 

Washington has^roade some inquiries rel ating to |__| ' 

indicating th^Britishj may now believe 11 was either JPV 
known to the Soviets as our agent or was under their control. 

It is not known if the/BritisTp have discussed this matter 
with Cl A.. (£) 


RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 




4 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
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to : Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
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subject: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
BUREAU OPERATIONS INI 


1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Sullivan 

DATE: 3/9/70 

1 - Liaison 
1 - Mr. Bermingham 

DECLASSIFIED' BY.^ 

, _ kJCLiQj 


Item number two in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum dated 3/5/70 states 
that during the 1950’s, CIA periodic ally complained that the 
operations of our office in| lind specifically those 

involving the operatin g of inf ormants and the penetration of 
the Communist Party of I 1 violated the understanding that 

this office was to act only as a liaison post. He also states 
CIA has informally raised questions on our running informants 
in | l and still being*able to comply with Directives requiring 

coordination of overseas clandestine counterintelligence 
operations under CIA. He states comments by CIA officials 
along above lines have been casual and informal and indicate 
the situation has been a potential issue rather than an actual 
conflict or disagreement. The essence of his remarks in this 
item is that the Bureau is v ulnerable to criticism by CIA 
because of our operations in j j 

Review of our files fail to reveal receipt of any 
formal protest by CIA conc erning these matters. We have been 
operating[alongside CIAlin l I since 1947. In 1951, 

Inspector V. P. Keay* alter visitingj_ [ re ported . 

that CIA was not adequately investigating matters in[_| ) 

affecting the internal security of the U .S a and r ecommended 
that after properly advising CIA. Legat, 1 I be instructed 

to undertake such investigations. The Executive Conference 
considered this problem on 4/19/51 and decided we should extend 
our coverage in i I but should not reach any v understanding 

with CIA regarding these increased activities. '-It w as decide d. 

however, to advise CIA in writing of this problem in|_| 

in order to fix responsibility on that Agency and such a letter 
was sent on 5/1/51. A copy is attached. 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA . , 

BUREAU OPERATIONS IN MEXICO 


In 10/51, almost simu ltaneously, our Legats in 
Reported instances of CIA 


Jofficials openly challenging our operations, generally 


on the grounds that we were violating CIA overseas 
jurisdiction. Inspectors V. P. Keay and DeLoach personally 
and forcefully brought these instances to the attention of 
General Walter B. Smith, Director of CIA, in a heated exchange 
on 10/24/51. Out of this meeting developed a luncheon on 11/7/51 
attended by the Director, Bureau officials and General Smith, 
who was accompanied by several officers of his Agency. 

According to a memorandum, D. M. La<Wto the Director, dated 
11/7/51, CIA recognized our presence abroad and both agencies 
pledged cooperation and coordination through greater liaison 
so as to prevent conflict and competition in these closely 
associated operations. During the ens uing 19 years, the 
Bureau continued to operate in [ l and on occasions 

moderately expanded its activities in order to meet its 

needs. During this lengthy period, there.were.no.serious 

problems with CIA, with reference to ourj joffice. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION ; 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 




y 


yf l 
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CONFIDENTIAL 
BY SPECIAL MESSENGER 


Date: May 1, 1951 

To: Director 

Central Intelligence Agency 
2430 E Street, Northwest 
Washington, D, C* 

Attention: JBajor General W. G. Wyman /n/0 a 

(jOffice of Special Operations) JFK.C0UV 

From: John Edgar Hoover, Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Subject: COVERAGE OF ACTIVITIES OF 

AMERICAN COMMUNISTS IN MEXICO 


Reference is made to recent discussions between represents- 
Jf)k> tives of the Office of (Special Operations-CIiQand Special Agent C a D. 
DeLoach of the Federal Bureau of Investigation regarding the captioned 
matter* It is understood that^your representatives pointed out that 
the [Mexico City station of CXAJ with its limited personnel, attempted 
A($) to follow movements of American Communists as well as possible, 

however, it would be impossible to guarantee an advance report in 
each individual case when the Communist member in question is about 
to return to the United -States. 

You will recall that the following suggestions were 
offered by your representatives in connection with this matter: 

Utilization of the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service Watch List, \ 

Advice from FBI as to whether the Mexican Police 
could be used in handling cases. 

Advice irom the FBI to CIA indicating which cases 
are most important so that those case's could be 
given preferred attention. 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


Touch. _ <3) 


3 n_ It was indicated by the CIA representatives that possibly 

—tire adoption of these suggestions would in some manner assist them 

StffiSif^Sno! aStyf'Jeitco SECRET 

_ qq. Foreign Service Desk (detached) AIR COURIER 
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: \ . 

The FBI-, of course, fully realizes the difficult problems 
involved in surveilling American Communists in foreign countries. 

At the same time, however, it must be pointed out that in the present 
emergency each individual Communist investigation, routine or 
otherwise, should receive proper attention wheii the subject concerned 
travels to foreign countries. As you no doubt realize, the Communist 
Party, U.S.A., represents a potential force as far as espionage 
and sabotage operations are concerned. Therefore, even minor 
members of the Party could become involved in delicate operations* 

As pointed out in the discussions between Mr, DeLoack and representa¬ 
tives of your agency, the travels of Communists from the United 
States to Mexico are very likely to become much greater, thereby 
proposing a more serious problem than is now faced. 


The FBI has for some time utilized the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service Watch List as a source of information concerning 
the travel of Communists, Although representing an excellent method 
of ascertaining this type of information, at the same time the FBI 
is not afforded any advance warning from this source as to the return 
of the Communist. Party member to the United States. Therefore, the 
investigation of that member becomes delinquent in vie?/ of the fact 
active investigation is not initiated at the time of his re-entry. 

It is, therefore, believed that this particular source of information 
would not be satisfactory in lieu of information from your agency 
which would notify us in advance of the return to the United States 
of the Communist Party member in question. 

With respect to the FBI advising your agency when the 
sei-vices of the Mexican Police may t be utilized in individual cases, 
this Bureau will be most-« happy to advise you of those "sensitive 
cases" which are considered too delicate for referral to the Mexican 
Police, or foreign factions. With regard to the remainder of 
investigations, however, we shall defer to your judgment as to 
whether you wish to utilize the Mexican Police or. not. The 
jurisdiction of the Office of Special Operation's in foreign 
intelligence matters allows for a more over-all knowledge of the 
Mexican Police than "this Bureau presently possesses*. Therefore, we 
suggest that you weigh the facts in each individual case and consider 
whether the Mexican Police should be called in or not. - 

Concerning the ranking importance of cases, it .is the 
opinion of this Bureau that the facts provided your agency in each 
individual case will determine the methods of investigation you 
wish to apply. It is not, therefore, considered necessary for the 
FBI to point out the importance of each matter referred to your 
agency. 






As suggested by your representatives, we will be most 
happy to hold a conference with your Mexican supervisory personnel 
at any time concerning discussions, of investigations in Mexico. 

It is additionally suggested, however, that you advise your field 
representatives in Mexico City to contact the FBI’s Legal Attache 
regarding coordination of the same matters in that locality. 
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Mr.. C. D, DeLoach 
Mr. W. C. Sullivan 



date: March 6, 

1 - Mr. W.A, 
1 - Mr. A.P, 
1 - Liaison 


1970 


Branigan s°y.J s . 
Litrento toi^r. 


RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
THE ABEL CASE 


Item #3 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, discusses the 
Abel case. 

According to Papich, CIA felt it was not given proper 
recognition for its contribution in the case, in that it took the 
risk and responsibility of transporting Hayhanen from Paris to the 
U, S. in 1957 after the Bureau declined to become involved in this 
transportation; that after a short handling period in the U. S. the 
Bureau dropped Hayhanen, an alcoholic, because he became a problem 
and CIA took the responsibility of safeguarding him, giving the 
Bureau free access to him and time to develop leads leading to the 
apprehension of Abel; that CIA was responsible for making Hayhanen 
mentally and physically capable to testify at the Abel trial; also, 
CIA incurred heavy expenses, all for the benefit of the Bureau; 
further, the Bureau never thanked CIA for its cooperation nor did it 
see fit to inform the Attorney General or the White House of the 
role played by CIA. 

BACKGROUND OF THE SITUATION : 

Abel is the Soviet intelligence officer who was uncovered 
in the U. S. in 1957 through the defection of Reino Hayhanen, 

Abel’s assistant. 

On the night of May 7, 1957, James Angleton of CIA advised 
Mr. Belmont that Hayhanen had walked into^the American Embassy in 
Paris about three days ago and was referred to piA. He claimed he 
was a Soviet agent in New York since 1952 and gfave certain details 
to back up his story. He claimed he was ordered back to Moscow and 
got M cold feet” in Paris and wanted to cooperate with American 
officials. He was in a highly emotional state which led CIA to 
question his mental' stability. It was the opinion Of Mr. Belmont 
that no steps should be taken to return Hayhanen to the U. S. until 
the story was substantiated or demolished to reflect his actual 
status. Our New York Office immediately instituted investigation^ 
62-80750 / A . 
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based on Hayhanen's disclosures Jmf"was not able to prove or 
disprove his story. On May 3, 1957, CIA was informed of the 
facts developed by our investigation and asked what action it 
intended to take regarding Hayhanen's return to the U.S, On 
May 9, 1957, Angleton advised of a report received from CIA, Paris, 
revealing that Hayhanen had suffered almost a complete mental 
breakdown and that in view of his condition, arrangements were 
made by CIA for him to be returned to the U.S. by plane. On 
May 10, 1957, Hayhanen was returned to the U.S. in the company of 
a CIA agent. On arrival our New York Agents were at the airport 
to take him over, but because of his emotional state, he was 
confined at the U.S. Marine Hospital in Staten Island until 
May 15, 1957, when he was released to the custody of our Agents. 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) authorities 
arranged for his confinement in the U.S. Marine Hospital, 

Staten Island, for psychiatric examination through the U.S. 

Public Healta Service. (Liaison Agent Papich had previously 
conferred with an INS official who had stated that if Hayhanen's 
condition warranted confinement upon his arrival in the U.S,, 
an order would have to be issued by the U.S, Public Health 
Service). 

Hayhanen and his wife were placed in a midtown hotel 
by New York Agents and were under Bureau control from May 15, 1957, 
until June 20, 1957, when they were taken to their residence in 
Peekskill, New York, at their request. All expenses for their 
maintenance were paid by the Bureau. During this period Hayhanen 
and his wife were becoming a problem because of heavy drinking 
and irrational behavior. t 

On June 13, 1957, Abel was located by Bureau Agents when 
visiting his studio in Brooklyn, New York, Efforts by Bureau 
Agents and the Department to have Hayhanen testify against Abel in e 
criminal prosecution were unavailing. With the Department’s 
concurrence, we arranged for INS authorities to arrest Abel on 
June 21, 1957, on an alien warrant. After Abel’je arrest, the 
Department continued to raise questions concerning Hayhanen’s 
willingness to testify in an espionage prosecution against Abel 
and requested the Bureau to press Hayhanen in that -regard. We 
took the position that any efforts to induce Hayhanen to testify 
should be'made by the Department, as we realized that' Hayhanen 
would undoubtedly want assurances, such as remaining'in this 
country and financial assistance, and the Department was so 
advised. The Department was also advised that the Bureau 
would no longer pay Hayhanen’s subsistence and that other • 
arrangements would have to be made. In an effort to solicit 
Hayhanen's cooperation, the Department conferred with Allen 
Dulles of CIA to determine if CIA would be willing to sponsor 
the entry of Hayhanen into the U.S. under the authority granted 
the Director of CIA by law. Dulles indicated a willingness _ 

not only to sponsor Hayhanen but also to assist in his rehabilitation 
- 2 - ..____ 
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C» D. DeLoach 


in the U.S., such as assi^Sng "Him in obtaining a job 
and furnishing financial assistance for an extended period 
of time. On July 21, 1957 a CIA representative was placed 
in touch with Hayhanen by New York Agents for this purpose*' 

Our Agents also arranged for FBI's access to Hayhanen whenever neces¬ 
sary. Subsequently, Hayhanen agreed to testify and appeared 
before a Federal grand jury on August 5 and August 6, 1957. 


As indicated above, we located Abel on June 13 and 
he was taken into custody by INS on June 21, 1957, On July 21, 
1957, over a month later, CIA instituted arrangements for 
Hayhanen's rehabilitation. 


While CIA undoubtedly incurred heavy expenses on 
behalf of Hayhanen, it was not at the request of,the Bureau 
but at the request of the Department, 

Regarding CIA's ‘complaint that the Bureau never thanked 
it for its cooperation, it is pointed out that a letter from 
jthe Director was sent to Mr. Dulles on November 19, 1957, 

'shortly after Abel's conviction. It pointed out the excellent 
cooperation of James Angleton and his staff with the Bureau 
since the inception of this case and that the Director wished 
to express his personal appreciation to Angleton and his staff 
for their valuable assistance, 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None, we do not belie^ve, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will .make an issue of’ this matter. 

V- / 
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DATE: 3/6/70 


1 - Liaison 



SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIP WITH THE 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
WILLIAM P. BUNDY CASE 


Item No. 4 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum dated 3/5/70 discusses 
belief by CIA officials that damaging publicity regarding 
William P. Bundy emanated from a Bureau report. • Bundy 
was a CIA official at the time and the publicity was felt to 
be damaging to CIA. CIA apparently was of the belief that 
the Bureau leaked the information to Senator Joseph McCarthy 
who then released the information to the press. 


Bureau files reveal that in a discussion between 
SA Papich and Allen W. Dulles, then head of CIA, on 7/10/53 
Dulles inquired of Papich as to where McCarthy could get infor¬ 
mation such as that released concerning Bundy. Papich 
immediately informed Dulles that if Dulles was under any 
suspicion that the Bureau might be disseminating such infor¬ 
mation to Senator McCarthy he .was definitely wrong and off base. 
Papich also told Dulles that the results of the Bureau 
investigation concerning Bundy had also been made available 
to the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) as well as other- 
interested agencies. Dulles told Papich that he definitely 
did not feel that the Bureau was involved in the McCarthy 
releases to the press and that he was . sorry if/there had been 
an impression he suspected the Bureau. 

There is nothing in Bureau files concerning Bundy 
which would indicate that the Bureau did, in fact, supply any 
information concerning Bundy to Senator McCarthy or the news 
media. There was considerable publicity concerning Bundy 
at the time and it is noted that due to the fact that Bundy 
was the son-in-law of former Secretary of State Dean Acheson 
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there was possibly an element of potential embarrassment to 
the Democratic Party attendant to publicity afforded the 
matter by Republican Senator McCarthy. It is also noted 
that copies of reports ,of Bureau investigation concerning 
Bundy had been disseminated, in addition to CIA, to Civil 
Service Commission, National Security Agency, Atomic Energy 
Commission, Army and the Attorney General. A conflict broke 
out between CIA and Senator Joseph McCarthy after McCarthy 
publicly quoted firm a document, not identified, which' spelled 
out Bundy's contribution to the Alger Hiss fund. The files 
indicate that CIA alleged that the AEC had leaked the 
information in question to Senator McCarthy. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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FROM : 

SUBJECT: 
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RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
BUREAU DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION 
CONCERNING JAY LOVESTONE 


-Mr. D.J. Brennai^j*;* 0 ™ 
-Mr. Wannall Ga " d * — 
1 - Mr. Harrell ^ 

W—l-tb-oT— 


Item number five in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich with his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses a question raised by 
former CIA Director Allen Dulles concerning the propriety of FBI 
dissemination of information concerning Jay Lovestone, who in the late 
1920’s headed the ,U. S. Communist Party, thereafter became completely 
disillusioned with the Party, and subsequently occupied an executive position 
with American Federation of Labor. 


I 

l 


L 


The particular information referred to by Mr. Dulles had been 
furnished FBI by Spencer Miller, Jr., former Assistant Secretary of Labor. 
Miller made several accusations against CIA. Mr. Dulles took the position 
\ that dissemination of the allegations to the White House, Attorney General 
and Department of State had placed Dulles on the spot because the Miller 
I data was not a complete story. 


BACKGROUND: 

CIA advised that on 12/4/53 Miller had informed CIA representa¬ 
tives abroad that he had evidence pointing toward Jay Lovestone’s being a 
communist and active agent, and that Lovestone might shortly be exposed 
by the McCarthy Subcommittee of the Senate as the chief of the third great 
Soviet ring after Alger Hiss and Harry Dexter White. When interviewed by 
Bureau 1/7/54 he furnished no information indicating that Lovestone was 
engaged in espionage activity and appeared to have an axe to grind insofar as 
Lovestone was concerned. He acknowledged everything he^had c&me to him 
secondhand. Results of interview were furnished CIA by letter. 


On 1/22/54 Attorney General advised the Director that Dr. Milton 
^Eisenhower had told him of a conversation he had with Spencer Miller. The 
Attorney General said he told Dr. Eisenhower he would have'Miller inter¬ 
viewed to get the whole story and asked that we conduct the interview. 


On 1/25/54 we wrote the Attorney General about the previous 
interview with Miller and advised we would have him interviewed again to 
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secure any additional data he might have. Miller was reinterviewed 
the same day and results were sent to Attorney General 1/27/54. 


Subsequently, on 2/19/54, Governor Sherman Adams called 
the Director from White House about the Miller situation. The 
Director advised Governor Adams that he had personally talked to 
Miller for two hours the previous day and had concluded that Miller 
was obsessed with the charges he was making and while he appeared 
ito be a brilliant and well educated man he did not appear to have 
specific details. 


I On the day the Director spoke with Miller, 2/18/54, he 

referred Miller to Domestic Intelligence Division where a detailed 
j interview was conducted and results incorporated in a 20-page memo- 
! randum, copies of which were furnished Attorney General, Governor 
1 Adams, CIA and State Department, 


We interviewed Miller at the specific instructions of the 
Attorney General based upon a White House request and dissemination 
of interview results to Attorney General and White House was not 
only proper but required under the circumstances. CIA and State 
Department received results since allegations concerned officials 
and operations of those agencies. Miller furnished names of 
persons who he said could support his allegations and we interviewed 
them and disseminated results. Mr, James Angleton of CIA commented 
on 3/13/54 that when the Miller information was first received at 
that Agency some officials gained the impression FBI was deliberately 
collecting and disseminating data solely for the purpose of "hurting" 
CIA. Angleton said results of interviews and investigation conducted 
by Bureau had clearly demonstrated to CIA officials that FBI was 
[living by its well-known tradition and reputation of developing 
'facts and reporting information in an impartial manner. He said 
on the previous day all official-s, including Dulles, commented the 
Bureau was following the Lovestone case in conformity with its 
well established reputation of getting all the facts. In view of 
this, there is no basis for believing that at this time CIA would 
raise any charges of unfair conduct on'the part of Bureau in its 
handling of the Miller matter. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: * *']' ■ 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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subject : RELATIONSHIP WITH CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 

BUREAU HANDLING OF CIA REQUESTS 
FOR TOURS FOR FOREIGN OFFICIALS 


JU& IHPttBMAKiW C0HTAIB3 


&rc\0ft\fb 
r cohtaiked 


T'TtSIH IS UK CLASSIFIED . , 

pass \ - ItrO ( by Cfo'y 


Item six in material submitted to the Director by Sam 
Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 mentions occasions in the 1950's 
when CIA complained that officials visiting the United States 
under CIA sponsorship were disappointed because they had no 
contact with Bureau officials. CIA felt contact with Bureau 
officials had significant benefits, left lasting favorable 
impressions because of the .FBI's world-wide reputation, and 
when foreign visitors had no contact with Bureau officials 
they were left with suspicions there was friction between the 
FBI and CIA. In 1956, we had a clear-cut policy to the effect 
that tours for such visitors would be of a restrictive nature 
and they would be afforded the same treatment as the public 
and nothing more. 


L 


Memorandum 5/31/56 from Mr. Roach to Mr. Belmont, 
captioned "Visit at Bureau by Foreign Police and Intelligence 
Officials," (Bureau file 94-2-32781) recommended for Director's 
approval that Liaison would (1) inform CIA tours afforded to 
foreign police officials and security officials would continue 
to be of a restricted ■'nature and the visitors will only view 
facilities normally seen by the public, and (2) that such 
foreign officials would not be interviewed unless it appeared 
to the Bureau's advantage. In regard to 1, the Director noted, 
"I thoroughly agree. I am not too keen anyway about such tours. 
We were 'burned' in the Johns matter." The Director noted in 
regard to 2, "I see no need of interviews." / 

, Doctor Otto John was an official of the West German 

(security service who was closely associated with CIA and who 
)was alleged to have Refected to the East Germans. 

In his memorandum, Papich emphasized that for the past 
several years there was no basis for complaints with regard to 
Bureau treatment of foreign officials coming to U.S. under CIA 
sponsorship.' 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light 
forth, that CIA will make an i^sue of this 
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1 - Mr. J.P. 

Lee 


SUBJECT: 


* RE MTU 


iT IQNSHIP S WITH CIA 


:nterests in soviet espionage activity 


III 


' Item #7 in the material submitted to the Director by 

SA Sa m Papic foin his memorandum of March 5, 1970, discusses 
C»ycijQ- (/ Jr Kite rests iii Soviet Espionage Activity. SA Papich ti) 

notes that in 1956 thef - * ‘ "“I wanted 

n to have certain individuals in the U. S. interviewed and approached 
W^5lX}to> make, inquiry at^the B ureau. When££l!K}fipproached us, we 

toid/^kemjTO have the !^ ^J ^submit the^request through diplomatic . 
channels’and we su bsequent ly told/pl|j)we.would not handle the 
interviews for the ^ ^|^ Although^IiQ e accepted this, they felt it 

hurt efforts to gather Soviet espion age inf ormation in Europe. Our 
position was basgd on failure of,<the | p to deal honestly with us 

in the case of ^Joseph Peters en"?j wno was involved in collecting 
^intelli gence information at the National Security Agency for a 


^intelli j 


if f icial. 


BACKGROUND OF THE SITUATION: 


This question first arose when a£__ 


__]#official approached 




our representatives at the NATO Special Committee conference in 
Paris in May, 1956, and requested Bureau assist ance V £n/ Qlnterviewing 
Mrs. Antonina Thomas in the U. S. and to have a | R epresentative 

present during the interview. <Mrs. Thomas is the widow of General 
Walter Krivitsky, who operated an esp ionage network in Europe prior 
to his defection in 1937. (Slhe I 1 representative said CIA had 

interviewed her, but the results were unsatisfactor^Tii&/fe was told 
sto submit his request through diplpmatic channels. In June, a(joIA 
Cyrep resenta tivejadvi sed SA Bapich ghey were receiving pressure from 
thef | to Have a I ^ representative bring all the material 

on the case to the U. S. for the Bureau's use ih interviewing 
Mrs. Thomas and two others in the U. S., but not to participate in 
,^vthe interview. acc ordance with instructions, SA Papich told 

^TCIA^to have the f ""1 submit their request through'diplomatic 
channels and to include all informatio n^n wri ting, -and that the 
Bureau would not deal personally with j representative. By 

memorandum of June 15, 1956, it was reportecT that ££ames Angleton 
(jT)of CljQtold SA Papich he was of the very strong opinion that the 
Bureau's position made good sense, but (other 




should be helped in every possible way 


CIA officials^felt the 
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Memorandum Mr. W.C. Sullivan to Mr. C.D. DeLoach 

RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

62-80750 


DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM: 


On June 19, 1956, 'then Assistant Director A. H„ Belmont 
and SA Papich met with0ichard Helms, then Deputy Director of 
Plans, and James Angleton of CIA’. He lms ask ed if the Bureau 
would talk to a representative of the l I if he came over 

and, in lieu of that, woul d the Bu reau accept from CIA information 
and leads furnished by the C 

Belmont pointed^out the Bureau's position was very 
simple in that the £ "| had been caught short in theterser^ ($} 

case when their representatives had been obtaining highly 
•* classified information from a friendly government and , before 
the FBI even request ed to.interview the f ^R epresentatives 
v involve d._ the( | ] Ambassador)m)tified State Department 
(6)that ifE_ ^ representatives were to be interviewed, .it should 
v be done by State Department and riot by the FBI. /Jelmpwas CSj 
told that in view of this, the Bureau notifi ed State Department 
that any requests for information from the f" y to be handled (jf) 
by the Bureau must be channeled through the State Department. J 
Mr, Be lmont said that this was a situation created by the 

and the Bureau had no inte ntion of altering its position 
and 'we would not talk to a | [^representative and did not, . 

desire to receive any leads in the Krivitsky case through£ciA7j (jO 
Helms advised that Cl£}respected the Bureau's position 
and had att empted to guide its.elf accordingly in dealing with 
the ] j} ®He said he underst ood the Bureau's position, which 

in essence was that the ] ~| had made their bed and could 

. now lie in it. w 

LIKELIHOOD OF PROBLEM ARISING-NOW : 

It would appear remote that this prob&em v/ould 
arise at this time. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. .We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that fclK }will make an,issue of this matter. 

eH ,/ , n 
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FROM 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

Mr. C. D, DeLoach 



: W. Co Sullivan 


1 - 
1 - 
1 - 

DATE: 

1 - 
1 - 


Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
Liaison 
March 6, 1970 

Mr. A. W. Gray 
Mr. S. F. Phillips 





SUBJECT: RELATIONS WITH CIA 1 

COL. JOHN GROMBACH (PAT O’BRIEN) 


Background: Item number eight in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in has; memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
relations between Bureau and CIA with Grombach, head of private 
intelligence network (O’Brien was Grombach’s aide who had liaison 
with Bureau). 


Problem: Papich states we never informed CIA we were receiving 
information from Grombach which was also of interest to CIA; 
and that while it is possible Grombach had given same data to 
CIA, we do not know. 





Analysis: Grombach was financed by CIA during early 1950s (e.g., 
CIA budgeted $650,000 for Grombach in 1952),(62-77306-60) There 
is ample evidence CIA knew we were receiving information from 
Grombach. We do know some information was given by Grombach to 
CIA and Bureau jointly. O’Brien, for example, told us of 
conference in early 1951 between CIA officials and Grombach when 
it was agreed information might be furnished directly to FBI by 
Grombach,-provided CIA was advised by Grombach of what was given. 
(62-77306-23) Moreover, on 5/7/52 a CIA official requested 
Bureau’s views regarding validity of information we were receiving 
from Grombach and asked for our views regarding method to be 
employed in channeling information from Grombach to Bureau. 
Significantly, under procedure then, Grombach directed communica¬ 
tions to CIA with copies to Bureau. CIA was told that as it 
appeared Grombach was an appendage of CIA, Bureau was not recom¬ 
mending any method of dissemination and it was up to CIA to handle 
problem. (62-77306-25) f 


In the ensuing period, dispute arose between CIA and 
Grombach over channeling of information and Bureau-made every 
effort to stay out of dispute. In late 1952, for example, Helms 
inquired if Bureau’s views regarding dissemination had changed. 

He was told they certainly had not and again informed that Bureau’s 
desire was to receive all information of interest no matter how 
received.(62-77306-27) Our position of not becoming involved in 
Grombach-CIA dispute reiterated on other occasions. (62-77306-36, 69, 
81; 65-58725-56) ' 
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CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum W.C. Sullivan to Mr. C.D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONS WITH CIA 

COL. JOHN GROMBACH (PAT O’BRIEN) 



On the other hand, there were instances where we 
received information from Grombach which was of either an 
administrative or intelligence interest to CIA and we did 
not inform CIA. These instances covered period both prior 
and subsequent to the contractural relationship between CIA 
and Grombach which was from 4/51 to 7/54 (62-77306, unrecorded 
memo 11/29/55, Belmont to Boardman re Grombach). For example, 
Grombach wrote a confidential letter dated 7/30/48 to former 
Assistant to the Director D. M. Ladd which contained infor¬ 
mation of interest to CIA. This letter contains a penciled 
notation: ’’This info, not to be given to CIA. per DML—OHB" 

(62-77306-7). Memorandum 10/11/50 from A. H. Belmont to 
Mr. Ladd contains information from O’Brien concerning 
Grombach's intentions to plant microphones in Finland to 
cover meetings attended by Russian high staff. It was 
observed in the. memorandum that at that time O'Brien and 
Grombach had no relations- with CIA and that Grombach's 
intended operation was under primary responsibility of CIA. 

No indication this information given to CIA by Bureau 
(65-58725-10). 

O’Brien furnished Bureau a memorandum dated 
6/29/54 entitled "Termination Memorandum to FBI" which 
informed of the termination of contract between Grombach 
and CIA. In the memorandum it is pointed out that Grombach 
will continue to receive raw jnaterial from the field and 
that while he will no longer be in a position to translate, 
evaluate, publish, etc., Grombach desires to forward such 
material to Bureau as Grombach* would not trust any other 
agency. The memorandum also states that Grombach has continued 
the flow to the Bureau of all reports he felt Bureau would 
be interested in even though Grombach received a written 
order specifically directing him to not give Bureau any¬ 
thing. (62-77306-70). 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : X 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 




UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Sullivan 


TO : Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
from • w . C. Sullivan 



DATE: 3/7/70 

1 - Liaison 
1 - Mr. Dix 



subject: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY (CIA) 

COMMISSION ON THE ORGANIZATION OF THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT 
(HERBERT HOOVER COMMISSION - 1954) 



Item number nine in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
the Hoover Commission survey of ClA operations in 1954. According 
to Papich, there was talk within CIA that the Bureau had furnished 
the names of subversives within CIA to Senator McCarthy. 

Senator Joseph R. McCarthy (R-Wisc) was Chairman of the Senate 
Investigations Subcommittee. 


General Mark Clark headed the Task Force which 
surveyed CIA operations between 9/54 and 6/55. In 10/54, CIA 
alleged that the McCarthy Committee was attempting to develop' 
information regarding CIA operations. According to the Washington 
Star, 10/1/54, McCarthy said CIA was ’’one of the worst situations 
we have as far as communist infiltration is concerned.” He said 
he would give his data relative to this matter to Clark*s Task 
Force. According to the Washington Star, 1/15/55, McCarthy 
said he had given Clark information relative to alleged communist 
infiltration of CIA. J As of 1/17/55, CIA had not received from 
Clark the names of those considered security risks but CIA 
believed it had done a good job of removing security risks and 
believed that it was in good shape. 

On 1/21/55, the Task Force requested name checks on 
security risks named by McCarthy. Memoranda containing the 
results of those checks were given to the Task Force on 2/8/55. 

On 5/13/55, the Bureau received a letter from Clark asking for 
investigations relative to character, reputation, and loyalty 
of individuals mentioned as security risks. CIA was aware of 
the names as we asked it for identifying data concerning them. 
Clark was later advised that the investigations would entail 
interviews at CIA, review of its programs, inquiries in foreign 
countries, and the like and he withdrew his request. 


WPDjbsf tJL- 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 

RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 


AGENCY (CIA) 


The talk at CIA that the Bureau had furnished 


McCarthy the names of subversives at CIA has not been 
recorded in FBI files nor is there any complaint in the 
matter recorded. Neither is there recorded any complaint 
by CIA to this effect. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


to : Mr. C. D. DeLoach 


FROM : W. C. Sullivan 


1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Mr. D. J. Brennan 

DATE: 3/6/70 

r-1. ~ Liaison 
tl “ Mr. C, Do Brennan 
1 - Mr. F. B. .Griffith 


SUBJECT: relationships with central intelligence agency 
INTERNAL SECURITY LEADS IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES m 


OSSIFIED BYS 


Item number 10 in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent Sam Papich in his memorandum of 
3/5/70 discussed our furnishing leads to our Legal Attaches 
(Legats) without advising Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) 
or requesting the Agency to handle the lead. 

The observations of Special Agent Papich in this 
matter are broad and general in nature. His presentation is 
hinged upon the premise advanced by the Agency that "internal 
security" cannot be separated from "counterintelligence," 
thereby necessitating our advising CIA of requests to our 
Legats to have leads covered in foreign countries. The Manual 
of Instructions, Section 102, page 23, states CIA's responsibilities 
include collection, collation, evaluation, coordination and 
dissemination of intelligence information. CIA does not have, 
among other things, responsibility for "internal security 
functions." 

In the absence of unusual situations,, we forward 
investigative leads pertaining Jo our cases in countries where 
we have liaison coverage to the particular Legal Attache 
concerned. Through his contacts the Legat arranges for the 
necessary investigation and submits the desired information 
according to our reporting needs. The Legat coordinates, 
this activity on a local level.. 

It is more desirable to have our representatives 
request investigation abroad in order to achieve'maximum coverage, 
and to maintain tight control so we can insure that we fulfill 
our responsibilities. * - 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : ' 

None, We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 

FBG:ser:ekn jix* o \f. , I 
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1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Sullivan 


iw 

3$K& i 


TO Mr. C. D. DeLoach / date : 3/7/70 .' ■ 

«r<Mnr 1 - Faison s ;„'!: r — 

MMlU 1 - Mr. Flemlster &*««_ 

from :w. C. Sullivan /' T«ie. ro OB _ 

''CiA'HAS OBJ/CTIOW -ftf'” 

SUBJECT^RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE DECL>.SSIFte4SM -AND/0R',-«■ 

AGENCY (CIA) / pi:' P! - •: Wi- INFORMATION 

| ^BUREAU OPERATIONS IN CUBAj$£>) 

o S » /y\ Item number eleven in the material submitted to the 

~ w o ^'Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 states that 

K fwe operated informants in Cuba during the period we had a 

Tegat Office in Havana and did not coordinate our operations 
with CIA or advise it we had sources there. It was noted that 
after Castro came on the scene, approval was granted to turn 
certain informants over to CIA, Papich also refers to a 
£>, rj X "j memorandum Donahoe to Mr. Belmont, 2/5/60, regarding the 
«i wk O Communist Party of Cuba (CPC) which dealt with the problem * 

f of whether a Havana sourcelfused in an int ercept operation lp) 

between the|_^__]and the CFCushould be'' J 

turned over to CJA to obtain complete coverage. WeT^of course, 
had no coverage T ~fl j^ureau had not advised other 

agencies of this* source since*we* did not want Castro to uncover < 
any operational activities which might embarrass the BureauTV&’f ’ 
The entire operation was later turned over to CIA. "t>D 

/^isf CIA began its operations in Havana in 4/47 and in a ^ \ 

letter to the Bureau, 4/28/53, [regarding Havana informants (\>) 
* <4 the Legat noted that CIA was ncTE overly cooperative and that, y 

f % in fact, it was not developing pertinent information. At that 

■ JL time Legat met with the CIA representative ip Havana who 
^ . admitted he was not getting any information [concerning the CipCjQf-) 

JL / and had no plans for any aggressive action in that field. [For . 

this reason it was necessary for us to develop our own coverage Tra 
We instructed the Legat to ascertain from the Havana CIA "*71 

Qvfe 'representative information available to him concerning matters 
of interest to the Bureau; however, he was to continue [Through 
'X SsV informant sourcesWka.'obtain needed information regarding security 
° \matters which couieftfiOt be supplied by CIA. Subsequently, our 
tCI® Relations with CIA improved to the point of being described as 
$ excellent in 1958. We think our overall position to -be sound. 



that. { A 

fflflap 1 


& RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in Hgbj 
that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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of the facts set forth! 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

to ; Mr. C.D, DeLoach 
from : W, C * Sullivan 


mu 

„/ 

* 0 ) 


date: March 6, 1970 

CLASSIFIED BYS&audliL. 


DECLASSIFY ON: F-oXj^_g-' 


subject: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA _ v -, 
BUREAU OPERATIONS IN^BRAZm- 


Item #12 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum dated March 5, 1970, discusses 
situation initio de Janeiro (RioJJxn 1959 concerning strained 
relations which had developed between former Legal Attache (Legat) 

William G. Friedemann (now retired) and former U.S. Ambassador 
Ellis 0, Briggs« According to Papich the Ambassador alleged that 
Legat had engaged in uncoordinated intelligence activity and that 
CIA was unhappy with Legat’s activities and had told the Ambassador %Tn a 
that Legat had disseminated information from a source who was either 
a fabricator or a provocator. -X 

Friedemann was assigned as Legat in pigion Oct obey 25, 1958, v £\ $ 
and was transferred as Assistant.Legat in Havana on August 22, 1959, ■ & 

after Bureau concluded that heglacked sufficient administrative f X 
experience to function as Legav|RioT}. (X n early 1959 he began to .• j 
receive information from Antonio Martinez De Santos, an employee of * 
the Political Section, Federal District Police, Martinez furnished 
derogatory information concerning one General Lott of the Brazilian 
Army who was a possible Brazilian presidential candidate in 1960, 
indicating that Lott had questionable contacts with the Czech Embassy 
in BraziX7)£)Thls information was disseminated to CIA attributed to 
a source who had not been contacted sufficiently to determine his - / \ 

reliability, CIA advised Bureau that the information concerningfiLott“J J 
caused considerable consternation within CIA which had been unable 
to evaluate reliability of the information, CIA suggested possibility 
that the information had been fabricated or was part of a communist 
deception operation, CIA requested ‘that we identify our source but 
we declined to do so because source did not want his ^identity disclosed. 

By letter dated October 1, 1959, the new Legat, Rio, 
recommended that Martinez be discontinued as a potential source 
based on his admissions to Legat that he had no sources in Czech 
Embassy and could not provide identities of his sources or additional 
details concerning information he had reported, Legat.concluded that^<«^ 

1 - Mr. C.D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W.C. Sullivan 
1 - Liaison 
1 - Mr. L.F. Schwartz 


LFS:bcw (5) 


CONTINUED - OVER 





Memorandum to Mr, D. J. Brennan, Jr. 

RE; RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

BUREAU OPERATIONS IN BRAZIL - 1959 

information Martinez had furnished was of such a nature that it 
could have come from public sources, the political police or 
could have been invented and attributed to his alleged contacts. 
Legat also concluded that Martinez could not have been a 
provocator used by Czechs to pass deceptive information. *. 

Contacts with Martinez were discontinued in November, 1959. 

In our dissemination of information from Martinez to 
CIA we were careful to state that our contacts with the source 
twere insufficient to establish his reliability. Although 
(subsequent events established that it was likely that CIA was 
correct in speculating that the information was fabricated, 
there was no indication that the source was a Czech-controlled 
provocator. C4> 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

Mr, C. D. DeLoach 

W. C. Sullivan 

RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
BORDER COVERAGE (BOCOV) 



1 

1 
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1 

1 

1 


- Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
-Mr. W. C, Sullivan. 

- Mr. W. R. Wanna11 
DATE: 3/6/70 


Foil 


- Liaison 

- Mr/H. W. Little 
-Mr, J. E, Gauzens 
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Item number (13) in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
a problem presented by the Phoenix Office in June, 1957, 

concerning the^ Bureau 1 s handling of informants on the -_ 

[ 1 These informants were operated inside 

The problem was predicated on situations which might arise as 
the result of CIA endeavoring to develop informants who were 
already being handled by the Bureau, 


jpyicO^) 

5 


BACKGROUND: ; 

The Director initiated BOCOV in 1948 to fill a void 
in the lack of coverage in the 25-mile zone south of the U.S.- 
Mexican border on the part of CIA and Immigration and Natural¬ 
ization Service (INS). The program, which at first involved 
3 and subsequently 5 of our border offices including Phoenix, 
was designed to detect and neutralize anti-U.S. activities by 
subversives in that zone. 

_ In June, 1956, CIA assigned a representative to the 


PROBLEM: 

By airtel 6/8/57, Phoenix advised that the CIA 
represe ntative had endeavored to develop 3 Bureau sources in 
| l and stated that it was discontinuing the^e sources unless 

advised to the contrary by the Bureau. 

SOLUTION: 

This situation was analyzed in Bureau memorandum dated 
6/14/57 wherein it Was recommended that safeguards be established 
to continue operating already established valuable sources even 
though CIA also began using them; however, the information we 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
ID: kFLATIOHGHIPS WITH CIA 
3011DK1 COVERAGE (BOCOV). 

. SgjKfr 

received from these sources was to be broken down and 
paraphrased in reports in such manner as to conceal as far 
as possible the fact that these individuals were assisting 
us. The Director approved these safeguards which were 
successfully placed into effect by Phoenix. 

A review of our files since June 14, 1957, fails 
to reveal that this problem has be en raised subsequently by 

l area. In addi tion, the 
CIA representative was transferred from | | on 7/6/59. 

He v/as not replaced by CIA and the border tcri'itory he had 
covere d was subseque ntly handled by CIA on a road trip basis 
Out of (f |) Furthermore, the participation of the 

Phoenix Office in BuCOV was discontinued with the Director’s 
approval by letter dated 12/10/69. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter.' 
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: Mr. C» D, DeLqach 
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1 ~ Mr. 
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SUBJECT •• RELATIONSHIPS Y/ITH CIA 

ojT 1 & J®oet)^ 




C. Sullivan £°" r tT_I 

DATE: 3 / 6/70 e.u^Z= 

1 - Mr. D. J. Brennan s / l , h ^ n - 

1 - Mr. W. Ac Branigan soyor* — 

, 1 - Mr. L. H. Martin IMTl 

DECLASSIFY ON: 2 S XI .6 . > t 






Item number 14 in material submitted to Director- 
by SA Sam Papic.b in his memQjp'ndum 3/5/70 discusses /Carport J 
caseTl /SarporJjjT is code nai^^Ior case on our double agent, 

[ who was recruited by Soviets while on business 
p to Moscow in 1954. Until discontinued in 1984 he delivered 
extensive material, cleared by United States Evaluation Board, 
to the Soviets in United States and EuropeTl • 

Mr. Papich’s memorandum states case was being 
highlighted since we cannot exclude possibility Central Intelli¬ 
gence Agency (CIA) has^evidence to demonstrate wc were n 

operational in/lurop p a*nd di d not co-ordinate’wituGIA.. TheXtfe « 5 
' f nvas meet inf.riMie Soviet'srHn ffiuroriei h w 


meetingf|fhe Soviets^ 


fact is CIA did l;now{^_ _ _ 

and Mr. Papich’s memorandum does not difetlose CIA" 

objection to date. V/e recognized at the time there, could be ^ „ 

. a juris dictional problenu/<\ We permitted CIA to interview \ % &'> 

I .w (i X J in December, 1954jshortly afterQiis recruitmeirpraT \ % 

J?wW) which time CIA learned from him he had a scheduled espionage 

meeting in (Switzerland in March, 1955^/on (T2/lG/5^ft)ciA agreed || to g 
i ,vuf> handling mT /was solely with in .juris diction of Bureau. 

On Q/2/55 j} CIA was orally informed ) T/ would meet ftso vie tjTf ^ £ 

^ in Switzerland in Marth, 1955]} that we desired CIA to take no jpic.‘ jli 


It) 


i 


;ion which would interfere with our operation and that resuT 
'would be furirTshc-d CIA (approved by memorandum Belmont to 
Boardman, 2/25/55). Memorandum Belmont to Boardman, 6/1 0/57, 
recommended we not advise CIA of _ 
and Ufovietjp scheduled for (g/lC-10/57, 
of security. _ This was approved and this 
thereafter. ; ' 

)FU0f $ 

All information from j _J was disseminated to CIA . ^ 

and it disclosed_o^r, source was meeting {^ovietgl at various 

CIA was advised it Could 


in on c co isoaictinan, o/ a w o i 
later meeting between f 
7jyi n £S v;itserlano) xn ante 
+ policy Kvas followed 


r 

Vti 

CO 

JFfc 
CO CA) 


points in [lluropeTy yln De ceraber, 1960, 
in future contact £ J ftor data he c 
travels providing it dia not use him i 
[ not Id c 

(CarportJ)£f) 


_ acquired in iiis world-wide 

.’\%rs.vels providing *it dief not use him in operational capacity; , 
v?i ~1was instructed not Id disclose to CIA information on his-,; .< 

x -(n)5-25453 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. BeLoach 
RE ; HELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

SECRET ■ 

relati onship w ith Bureau. It is a fact, however, we-*did 
permit j [] under our supervision, to meet (Soviet J 

t AprincipalsJoutside the United States without clearing 
^ 'with CIA. We discontinued him as an informant in 1964.f 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. ^ 





UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


to Mr. C. D« DeLoach 

from : Wo C. Sullivan 



DATE: 3/6/70 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 

CIA REQUEST FOR BUREAU LECTURE 
ON COMMUNISM IN THE U. S. 


«LidL (h&H 



Sullivan 
Tavsl _ 


Tole. Room 
Holmes ________ 



Item Number 15 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses the Director’s 
refusal of a 1958 CIA request for Mr. W. C. Sullivan to lecture 
on communism before a CIA group. Papich stated that CIA accepted 
this as an affront and a blatant refusal to cooperate on a most 
important subject of interest to both agencies. 


The files disclose -that by letter 9/25/58 signed by 
James Angleton, CIA requested Mr. Sullivan to address a selected 
group of CIA personnel on the communist movement in the U. S. 

CIA suggested dates of 12/9,10,or 11/58. The Director by routing 
slip attached to Angleton’s letter commented, "It seems s trange 
that CIA should seek this when its top representative in || 
considers FBI as a bunch of mere ’flat-feet’ and the dangers 
of communism as something conjured up in the minds of the FBI. 

But then again I note request doesn’t come from the Director 
nor even the Deputy Director of CIA." 


Memorandum W. C. Sullivan to A. Belmont dated 10/1/58 
made reference to CIA’s request arfd the Director’s comments. It 
recommended that the best interests of the Bureau would be served 
by giving this lecture, not because of the information which 
could be conveyed to CIA on communism in the U. S., but because 
it would give Sullivan an opportunity to raise a number of 
questions himself of the group concerning CIA's own activities 
in the field of communism. It was pointed out that it could be 
considered a bit of a challenge to see how much the FBI could 
learn about the operation of CIA during the course of the lecture 
and discussion rather than the converse. • Mr. Tolson recommended 
that the request be declined and the Director concurred commenting 
"We cannot make Sullivan available to this outfit." 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTI 


tE AGENCY (CIA) 


CIA REQUEST FOR BUREAU LECTURE ON COMMUNISM IN THE U. S. 


Pursuant to the'Director's decision, a letter was 
directed to CIA under date of 10/7/58 advising that it was not 
possible to grant CIA's request for this lecture because of 
Mr, Sullivan's other commitments. 


Nothing could be located in Bureau files to indicate 
CIA's reaction to this letter. 

ACTION RECOMMENDED : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts setforth, 
that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 






UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

TO : Mr. c. D. DeLpach SECRET 3/6/70 

from : Mr. W. C. Sullivan 

subject : RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA n 

CASE 0 ^1 | J 0) (JO . 



Item Number 16 in the material submitted to the Director 
by Special Agent (SA) Sam Papiff h in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
the case of[ 
identifying our source. 


K that CIA might criticize our not 


BACKGROUND OF CASE | | was the CIA employee assigned to 

the American Embassy, Moscow, in 1956, under State Department cover. 

He became involved with a Russian girl, and the Committee for 

State Security (KGB) appro’ached him for recruitment, using the 

affair with the girl and compro mising photographs as leverage to 1 

carry out the approach. II I reported the approach to his JfK(OCB) 

superiors and was returned to U. S. and ultimately removed from 

CIA. 


PROBLEM WITH CIA We first learned of this case on 7/9/56 . 

from David Teeple, a consultant to Scott McLeod of State 
^ Departmen t,, who furnished the information in confidence and who 
<S)LV indicat ed! Umight have been involved in espionage. On 
7/16/56 1 _ Office of Security, CIA, advised 

SA Papich that CIA was considering requesting in writing that 
the Bureau identify our source. On 7/17/56 SA Papich was advised 
by Director of Security, CIA, that Allen Dulles had instructed 
I that the request not be made. 

DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM WITH CIA . This problem•never officially 
arose in view of the instructions of Mr. Dulles. Bureau files 
contain no indication as to whether or not CIA documented this. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the /acts set 


forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
62-80750 
1 - 65-64084 
1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 


Mr. D. J. Brennan 
Mr. W. A. Branigan 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


;Mr. C. D. DeLoach 


from :Mr. W. C. Sullivan- 


SECRET 


1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr, W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Liaison 
DATii: 3/6/70 

1 - Mr. W. R. Wannall 
1 - Mr. J. R. Wagoner 


subject-.RELATIONSHIPS WITH ' 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
(THE^SLlVJJ OPERATION) 

0 ) 


ctA$sira 

DECLASS M 






Item Number 17 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of 3/5/70 discusses 
the possible belief_of Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) that 

the Legal Attache, _ jp iad leaked sensitive information 

concerning the ^Livp^ase. SA Papich noted that perhaps CIA 
might question whether FBI had pursued investigation in the case 
vigorously enough. Memorandum is :to review circumstances under 
which information was, fu rnished by CIA to FBI, Legal Attache 
inquiries of CIA, fr and the effect of CIA restrictions on 




FBI investigations -in this case. 

In February, 1963, CIA made available information from 

] 


$to the effect that the | 




Government was planning to engage in clandestine collection of 
scientific and technical information in the United States. CIA 
insisted information not be made available to other government 
agencies and no investigation be conducted which might jeopardize 
its source. CIA then made available extensive information from 

I^VAnalysis of the 


)<S> 


_ | revealed several disc repancies'which would have 

made interview by FBI of l" ""^ desirable. CIA refused this 
request. We made numerou s requests to obtain c larifying data to 
exp la in items,.-jaentioned in /j and CIA failed 




to respond . 'y 




v (s ) In March, 1963, CIA furnished information conce rning J hclOlS) 

I interest in American personnel and installations in I Tl CSJ 

^ --— —^ £-_ 3&/on 


This information was made available to Lega l Attac h 
4/11/63 CIA advised that its CIAstation §n C ^ 
heretofore been appri'sed of /SLIvXrease h ad made inquiry concerning. 

“ ■ ‘ “ " ■* ' 1 ■ * i h H-i iar> 1 naorl -Hi a + < 


which had not JFfcC»Mau 


the case. Our inquiry of Legal Attache 
1 - 105-109053 (fSLIVA?^ 
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disclosed that//r 


OBSERVATIONS - OVER • 





•Memorandum to Mr. C, D„ DeLoach 
RE J RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY CCPDKTT 

r “ CRET 

^inquiry of CIA personnel [in l_ _~r nad been made co ncernln gJfno^W) 
'^Ene of the individuals previously identified as an j_~ agent ( ' 

and also requests had been made for certain biographical data 
^concerning o ther in dividuals. Legal Attache noted that CIA 
^personnelLJL nj [ had indicated they were previously aware 

of the^LIV^Jcase' and were impressed with the extreme sensitivity 
of the cas#.,^ We furnished this information to CIA headquarters 
and on 5/7/&3 CIA referred to the incident and stated that it 
was a matter of serious concern to it, requesting that any 
future dissemination outside Bureau or to the Legal Attache 
be coordinated in advance with that Agency. This practice 
was closely followed. The Director observed in January, 1964, 
that he thought the whole thing had been imaginary on the par^ 
of CIA which had been played as a sucker byj *p The J />f\ ^ 

Director added that no more time should be wasted.on.It, at 

least until CIA restrictions were removed. We continued 
to attempt to get the restrictions removed without success and 
covered outstanding leads. 

In September, 1964, an analysis of the case disclosed 
that altho ugh thi rty-eight separate investigations were opened 
on ly three }agents were uncovered. Original allegations 

of 1' [ intent to mount an espionage mission in the United States 

could not be substantiated. This inform ation, coupled with the 


( fact that CIA refused to makel^ „ ~ I available to us for Ci 

the purpose of resolving discrepancies, prompted a decision 
transmitted by us to CIA on G/3 t 0/64 that we were closing our 
investigation in this* case.';, * ! 

Mr. Papich commented in his memorandum of 3/5/70 
CIA never has been satisfied with the efforts made by the 
Bureau in this case. Our review indicates our efforts in the 
matter were as full and complete as possible under circumstances 
where CIA refused to grant us access to the source, did not 
respond to request for clarifying data and declined to remove 
restrictions making it impossible to take necessary investigative 
steps. Should any question be raised 'in the future, we are in 
a position to document our difficulties experienced with CIA. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of thisvmatter. 

/ \/ \ , 
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Memorandum 

to : Mr. C, D. DeLo.ach 
FROM : W. C. Sullivan 


DATE: 3/6/70 


Sullivan _ 
Tavel - 


subject: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA \L 

LEAKS TO THE "NATIONAL REVIEW"- - 1959 


BACKGROUND : 


rv^(O^) 


Item number 18 in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 


former Assistant to the Director Lou Nichols as among his 
contacts,, 




Papich implies that CIA may have further information 
regarding Nichols* involvement. 

ANALYSIS: 

This situation was set forth in memorandum R. R. 
Roach to A. H. Belmont, 4/21/59. We do not know if CIA has 
additio nal info rmation as to thp suggested relationship 
betweenf ^and Nichols, We do know that they have not 
made an issue of this matter to date. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 


HHW:kml/mst 
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Mr. DeLoach 
Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
Mr. A. W. Gray 
Liaison 

Mr. H. H. Wallace 
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date: March 6, 1970 

1 - Mr. D.J. Brennan 

1 - Mr. W.R. Wannall 

1 - Mr. E.R. Harrell 

1 - Mr. R.A. Mullins 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA - TRAVEL OF 

BUREAU INFORMANTS TO CUBA 


Mr. C.D. DeLoach Plsh0P 
Mr. W.C. Sullivan c“m.' 


Item Number 19 in the material- submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
the possible- travel of one of our Mexican border informants 
to Cuba and whether our not advising CIA of this made us 
potentially vulnerable to charges we were operating outside 
the U.S. without coordinating with CIA. 

BACKGROUND : . 

This involved our plans to send a Border Coverage 
Program (BOCOV) informant to a guerrilla training camp in 
Cuba. The trip never materialized. 

In October, 1965, we were vitally interested in 
determining the location and extent of Cuban guerrilla training 
sites being used to prepare Latin American subversives to carry 
out revolutions in their home.countries. EP 572-S, a Mexican 
national residing in Juarez, Mexico, which is within the area 
covered by the BOCOV Program, had infiltrated Cuban and Chinese 
intelligence operations in Mexico City and had made himself 
attractive to Mexican communist leaders who were planning to 
pay expenses of sending guerrilla trainees to Cuba. 

CIA CONSIDERATIONS :, - ' . 

EP 572-S was an integral part of our top secret 
BOCOV Program which is handled on a need-to-know basis. We 
had previously obtained material from CIA showing its primary 
targets inside Cuba which allowed us to fully )orief the informant 
as to overall U.S. Government objectives and a* procedure was 
established for use in disseminating .data to CIA if the trip 
materialized which would fully protect our informant and not 
jeopardize the BOCpV operation. 

OUTCOME : 

During period informant was striving to arrange the 
trip to Cuba his wife became mentally ill, extremely emotional 
and temporarily deserted the informant. This strained family 
relationship caused us to order El Paso to have informant cancel 
efforts to make the trip to Cuba and thus no trip was ever made. 

RAM:dr1 (7) 
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CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA - TRAVEL OF 
BUREAU INFORMANTS TO CUBA 

SECRET 

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS : 

After EP 572-i-S had moved to Guadalajara, Mexico, 
which is outside our BOCOV area, in November, 1966, we 
advised CIA of his past cooperation with us and interposed 
no objection to his use by CIA in areas outside our 
jurisdiction. On 11/22/66 CIA stated it would consult us 
should it initiate contacts with the informant. There is 
no indication that CIA did use the informant and .on 6/24/68 
we discontinued EP 572-S as he was of no further value to us. 
The trip never materialized, 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not. believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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Cotter 

O’Malley 



SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIP WITH CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
DISSEMINATION OF CIA INFORMATION 
IN A BUREAU MONOGRAPH 






Item 20 submitted to the Director by Sam Papich in his 
memorandum 3/5/70 mentions the dissemination of a Bureau monograph 
dated 5/5/65 and entitled "Communism in the Dominican Republic." 
Special Agent (SA) Papich stated that due to the urgency of the 
document Bureau did not obtain CIA clearance to include CIA 
information in the monograph which was disseminated to interested 
agencies, including CIA. According to SA Papich, CIA never 
made any protest although it considered our action a violation 
of the "third agency rule." 


Although the monograph referred to by SA Papich d^,d 
contain CIA data, it also set forth highly significant data 
obtained by Bureau through our own informants. The CIA data 
was biographical in nature and was used in the monograph to 
characterize the past, including communist contacts, of key 
figures in the Dominican Republic. It was taken from the 1963 
CIA Biographical Handbook and CIA telegrams dating back to 1961, 
all of which were previously disseminated to the U. S, intelligence 
community by CIA. No.* attempt was made in the monograph to 
characterize CIA data as Bureau information and, in fact, this 
information was attributed to "another Government agency," in- 
accordance with established procedures. 

The so-called "third agency rule" provides that 
classified information originating in a department or agency 
will not be disseminated outside the receiving agency without 
the permission of the originating agency. However, an exception 
to this rule provides that the receiving agency may- disseminate 
such data to other members of the U. S. Intelligence Board (USIB), 
of which Bureau is a' member, unless the originating agency 
uses appropriate control markings limiting its data to the 
use of the receiving agency only. The CIA data used in the 
Bureau monograph had no such control markings and our monograph 
was disseminated to the President, the Attorney General and 
USIB members only. 


EJOsekng^ 





Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIP WITH CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 


SEffiT 


The Bureau's monograph was a compendium of our own 
data, CIA data, and that received from other members of the 
intelligence community. It was prepared under emergency 
S conditions for the President and had a significant bearing 
* on the understanding and handling by the intelligence community 
of a serious crisis which confronted this country. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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SUBJECT: 



RE LATIONSHIPS WITH CIA - BUREAU INFORMANTS- rft O ALUs j 

IN 1 -J (s) ■ ^ declass^ 

Item Number 21 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 discusses 
Bureau operation of informants in {_ (j and comments on 

our potential vulnerability for not having informed CIA at 
the inception of the operation of these informants. 

SA Papich has cited two situations. The first 
concerns Ro berto Francisco Ca staneda Felice, an attorney 
residing in |J~ _i Qour Legat, Mexico, in the Fall 

of 1966, identified Castaneda as a potential source of intelligence 
information of importance to U.S. security; conducted 
appropriate background inquiry regarding him and determined 
his excellent potential and willingness to furnish intelligence 
information to U.S. Government. By memorandum 11/23/66 it was 
approved that we contact CIA headquarters through liaison 
channels to inform CIA that we planned to maintain contact with 
Castaneda; that CIA would be furnished the information obtained 
and that we would service CIA requests provided they c onld be 
^handled with^ complete security . . SA Papic h so informed /! , 

w/ 1 ~ CIA on 11/25/66. ~& stated he saw no reason 

3^) why FBI could not proceed as we desire cTand that CIA headquar ters 
^ would so inform its representatives in £ I? £5.^ 

instructing them to give FBI all necessary support in-this COCfi.) 

operation. Since that date we have operated Castaneda as a 
valuable and productive unpaid confidential source. Since this 
matter was coordinated with CIA at the outsetthere appears to 
be no problem. ( 

The second situation cited by SA Papich concerned 
Legat, Mexico, informant MEX-65. This i ndividual ha s cooperated ^ 
with the Bureau for_some 25 years. As all ^ police {Sj 

official in l§45-47, he ^yas most helpful to our representative 
assigned in ~ | BWe had no contact with him-thereafter 


unti l^1954 when 
from[ 11 


by our Legat, 
AHS:drl (7) 


appeared in Mexico City as a political refugee 
'or 11 years thereafter, MEX-65 was operated 
exico, in Mexico. 

CONTINUED - OVER 
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In April, 1965, MEX-65 returned to | H and 

by memorandum 6 /7/65 it wa s approved that contacts with him 
be continued in j |by our Central American road trip 

Agent. He proved to be*""an extremely valuable informant on 
criminal matters, as well as those of interest to U.S. security 

j- c j ati) 

U pon MEX-65 *s designation as a highly placed police 
official in] |in 1967, we promptly advised CIA 

headquarters through liaison channels of informant’s identity. 

We advised CIA that we had utilized MEX-65 for handling 
criminal leads and that he periodica lly volunte ered information 
concerning political developments inj ("pAt that time, 

10/6/67, it was agreed that Bureau would continue control of 
informant and that after each contact with in formant by our - 

r oad tr ip A g ent , t he.lat ter .would c onfer with j) J 

| |(who was present.at.CIA. 

headquarters at the meeting) concerning .political information 
furnished by the informant. We were assured of complete CIA . 

cooperation in this matte rOn the occasion of .yur road trip J ^K OJiV 

Agent’s next contact with [ ~ phowever. [ . 

bitterly accused our Agent of h aving.lied.to.Mm and of having ' 

operated a source in FJ without CIA’s knowledge. He 

stated that responsibility for the development of security 
informat ion outside the U. S. is solely CIA’s. It is noted that 

t[_Jlhas been a difficult person with whom to deal and has been 

'inclined to ’’pop off.” Matter has been closely followed by Legat, 
Mexico, and th ere have been no further indications of difficulty 
with him.CTO! A ]} has ‘afforded us complete cooperation JFKCOCL 

in our handling of MEX-65 as we were assured it would in the 
10/6/67 meeting. Accordingly, no issue was made of this matter 
with CIA. 


j JPJC 0US)\ 


jFK0)t&) 


MEX-65 continues as a very valuable paid informant 
•of our Legat, Mexico. CIA has made favorable comments regarding 
i the excellent quality of the information obtained by MEX-65. 
i This arrangement has worked smoothly for two and one-half years 
and there appears to be little likelihood of CIA raising an issue 
regarding this matter. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:* 


None. We do not believe, in light of the fact set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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1 - Liaison -- — 

1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach coi’iohm-1 
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DATE: 3/6/70 — 

1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan^. - 7 

1 - Mr. C. Do Brennan Te^Room- 

1 - Mr. R. Strain 


OK ) fl ^C/ ( m Jt~ W ' ' 


Item (22), SOLO, in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 
mentions that the Bureau could be vulnerable and charged with 
failure to identify the source and coordinate with them on 
this matter if they were to become cognizant of the high-level 
foreign ramifications of this operation. 


SOLO is the code .word used to refer to the liaison 
operation performed by our informants between the Communist 
Party, USA, (CPUSA), and other communisl: parties of the world. 

This operation basically is performed to gain 
high-level intelligence concerning the Soviet Union's 
financial support, domination and control of the CPUSA. 
Attendant to this objective, our informants have met with and 
discussed mutual problems with leaders of the various inter¬ 
national departments within the Soviet Government. They have 
also held discussions with CP leaders from other nations. 


All information received as a result of this operation 
which has foreign ramifications has been promptly disseminated 
to CIA at the highest level. 


It has not been considered desirable to identify our 
sources in this case in view of. the sensitivity of the case 
and the physical danger to the informants. 


Considerable security precautions have been carefully 
built into the SOLO operation both in the field and at the 
Seat of Government to insure the fullest protection-to its 
security and to the safety of the informants involved. Exposure 
of the identity of these sources might jeopardize the'entire 
operation. 



CONTINUED - OVER 
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While former Bureau Agents have gone to work for CIAj 
there is no information available indicating they have com¬ 
promised this operation. Of course, they could have done this 
unknown to us. 

The prompt dissemination, to CIA, of information 
developed through SOLO, which is of interest to that agency, 
(completely fulfills this Bureau's responsibility without 
needless jeopardy. The mechanics of the operation itself 
are of no essential significance to CIA. 




ACTION RECOMMENDED: 
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1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach M°i>r- 

1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Mr. W. R. Wannall c-ih.ho.i_- 


date: March 6, 1970 

1 - Mr. R. D. Cotter 
1 - Liaison 





Item #23 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, discusses a letter 
dated November 15, 1967, from CIA which requested that the Bureau 
check telephone toll calls from the home of one Robert Kenneth Brown 
who was allegedly harassing CIA (in the Miami area] Brown was -iFKOjCa) 
supposedly seeking information concerning CIA's covert operations. ' 

SA Papich states that we told CIA that we would not check the toll 
calls on the basis that the information received was not sufficient 
to justify investigation within the Bureau's jurisdiction. SA Papich 
also states that "CIA accepted our response but there is no doubt 
that the Agency characterized our position as a concrete example of 
refusal to help a sister agency with a problem relating to the 
security of TJ.S, intelligence operations." 


A review of Bureau files disclosed that a memorandum, 

D. J. Brennan, Jr., to Mr. W. C. Sullivan, dated November 17, 1967, 
was prepared. This memorandum encompassed the above facts and 
recommended that CIA Liaison Agent advise CIA that we would not 
Check the toll calls as requested. This memorandum and recommendation 
was prepared by SA Papich. The Director noted "OK H." 

In addition to the above, on December 9, 1967, Brown 
contacted our Miami Office and stated that he was writing a book 
about CIA and offered to make the material available to the Miami 
Office. Our Miami Office was advised that this information was of 
interest to CIA headquarters anci instructions were furnished that 
if Brown did furnish Miami with the information, v it would be given 
to CIA. Brown.did not follow through with his offer. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: ’ 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
CURRENT INTELLIGENCE ANALYSIS 


Liaison - 

1 - Mr. R. S. Garner Toio.Room_ 

1 - Mr. J. E. Keating (CINAL- c«TZZ 
Administrative File) 


JTEDB75 


DE gMS 


Item number 24 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum dated 3/5/70 
discusses the restriction of dissemination of the Current 
Intelligence Analysis (CINAL) to Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA). Prior to 10/67, some of the Government agencies on 
the distribution list for CINAL received multiple copies. 

The Director of CIA was then receiving 19 copies of CINAL 
as a result of requests from CIA on 3/30/62 and 10/23/62 for 
additional copies to expedite reading by key CIA officials 
and to facilitate rapid utilization of the information 
within CIA. 


The Director made a notation on the 10/4/67 CINAL: 
"Please look over list of distribution. I have marked with 
a dot those I question as to why they should recieve copies 
and I do not think more than 1 copy should be sent anyone. 

Let me have your views. H." By memorandum R. W. Smith to 
W. C. Sullivan 10/6/67, it was stated that although security 
of the classified document CINA^ had been maintained, if the 
Director so desired, we would tell recipients that they would 
recieve only one copy each in the future. Mr. Tolson noted 
on this memorandum, "Yes. T 10/9," Mr, Tolson also noted, 
"We could never run down a leak." The Director noted, "Send 
only 1 copy & if any inquiry, then indicate we have had to 
cut costs. H." 

i 

I Since 10/67 the Director's instructions have been 

'followed and only one copy of CINAL has been furnished to 
'those, including CIA, on the CINAL distribution list. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: ‘ 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
that CIA will make an issue of this master. 

RSG:ekn/bad (7) sf J 
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1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Liaison 

1 - Mr. J. M. Fitzgerald 
date: March 7, 1970 


SU ^ E0T ‘ RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA , '’AWOiBBfTSV 

ESTA B LI SHM E NT OF BUREAU L I AISO N DKlASSiFY ON: 25^jj”IIci 

^ J ifrT 0 

Item number 25 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papieh in his memorandum of 3/5/70, discusses a trip to 

~ by Legal Attache (Legat), Bonn.tfd n 1960 to explore arrange¬ 
ments for liaison with appropriate! [authorities. It is given . 

as an instance CIA could cite as an FBI failure to coordinate with 
them in line ^/ith Nati onal Security Council Directives. The U.S. 
Ambassador to P J reportedly raised questions, indicating FBI 
should(first reach agreement with CIA^ which he said had previously 
handled all relations with l I authorities^ft)Papich says CIA 

Director, Allen Dulles, later expressed disappointment"that we 
did not contact CIA beforehand but that an agreement satisfactory 
to all concerned was eventually worked out. Papieh also says that 
in latg ,1959 we gave consideration to establishing a Legat in 
j^nmark^but did not inform CIA of our intentions. 

g: w ^ In contemplation of the stationing of a Legat in Denmark, 

(3 Bulet of 12/7/59 instructed Legat, London, to broaden liaison 
p-j j| rl contacts in Scandinavian countries and told Legat, Bonn, to^make 
exploratory contacts with appropriate authorities in( T I C&J 

for the same purpose/ Since we had told State by letter of 3/10/55 
that we ; would handle requests for investigations and name checks 
for the i I fonly when received through formal State channels, 

we advised fftate of our intention to make exploratory contacts with 
f$)the j_ J regarding regular liaison arrangements, and State , -v 
approved. State sent a letter to the U. S. Embassy in 
on 12/17/59, advising of the Bureau's intention/ but i t apparen tly 
did not get to the Ambassador prior to Legat's trip toJ ~h/V\ 

, - -B > - ' 

JFVCCOU) On 1/4/60 Legat, Bonn, called the I ] from Germany and . v 

arranged to call on them on 1/7/60 . The | ^ reported the call to 
CS) the(CIA representative in | who told U. S. Ambassador 

Philip Young. On 1/7/60 the Director received a letter of 1/5/60 
from, Young in which he said he was disturbed about the manner 
in which he had learned of the Legat*s proposed visit. While 
offering to assist the Bureau, young spoke of the l ong s tanding 
/^{contractual and financial arrangements CIA had with ] ) and JFfc.O}C5J 
suggested the Director and Al len D ulles discuss the matter if 
permanent Bureau liaison with l ~i was planned. 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU LIAISON 
WITH r I 


i - iyuu 

to 


SECRET 


. _On 1/ 7/fiO. T. e fra t m et. w ith Am bas s ador Young and the 

(■Vy \ He explained 

that he was to explore the possibility of direct contact with 
( 4 - ^ concerning exchange of information bearing on U.S. internal 
security matters. He said he would not be operational and that 
the contemplated liaison could not reasonably cause interference 
with the existing CIA arrange ment.k\ While the Embassy officials 
expressed misgivings that the [ j,'might be confused, no request 
was made to refrain from contacting!” |$)The CIA representative 
said he had requested his headquarters for comment on learning 
of the proposed visit of Legat but had not received a reply. 

Legat later briefe d both Embassy officials on the results of 
(s\ his visit to p J} who were friendly but deferred a final 
y commitment, referring to the existing "American arrangement." 


By letter of 1/13/60 the Director thanked Ambassador 
Young for his offer to ass ist, and ^-said Bureau interests in 
Scandinavian countries and \“ T T'were under discussion with 

All en Dull es. Young was also assured our proposed contacts with 
(i) thep ^[were purely liaison in nature; that while we would 
keep CIA advised of items of interest to it in connection with 
its responsibilities abroad, it was not believed necessary to 
go beyond the U.S. Intelligence Board Directiv e of 12 /8/59 in 
coordinating with CIA matters taken up with (the 1 U vThat 

Directive says CIA shall be responsible for coordination of all 
U.S. liaison which concerns clandestine intelligence activities 
or which involve foreign clandestine services. Paragraph 10, 
however, says the Directive does not apply to any liaison 
relationship concerned with U.S. internal security functions, 
or with criminal or disciplinary matters which are not directly 
related to foreign espionage of clandestine counterintelligence. 




On 1/13/60 Papich explained to Allen Dulles and Richard 
Helms th e reasons for our contacts in Scandinavian countries and 
|exploring possible establishment of a Legat in Denmark. 


hen Papich challenged them to cite any Bureau failure to comply 
with the Directive for coordination of U.S. lisison activities 
abroad. Helms immediately stated there were no such instances. 

In answer to specific invitation by Papich to air any complaints 
or problems, Dulles stated that neither he nor his representatives 
had any complaints; that he was personally unhappy about not 
being contacted in the beginning; but that he and CIA would give 
all possible assistance.. (Dulles did assist by writing a per sonal 
letter to Ambassador Young which resultedin a joint FBI ^ H? CIA 
meeting on 4/8/60, at which direct FBIliaison was agre^rupon) 

- 2 - ^rpur-H & 




On memorandum Frohbose to Belmont of 1/14/60, 
concerning the 1/13/60 meeting of Papich, Dulles and Helms, 
Director noted : ”1. Well handled by Papich. 2. All of 

the turmoil developing in this situation could have been 
avoided if we had properly contacted Dulles and also 
followed through with State. H. n 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : ' ' > 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

to : Mr. C. D. DeLoaeh 
FROM : W. C. Sullivan 


DATE: 3-6-70 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 

BUREAU DISSEMINATION OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE INFORMATION 
TO FOREIGN SERVICE - 1962 

Item No. 26 in the material submitted to the Director 
by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3-5-70 states that CIA by 
letter 11-7-62 raised questions concerning the propriety of our 
dissem ination of information through our Legal Attache to the 
Cs) I ^ Intelligence Service, This concerned certain Committee 
for State Security (KGB) technical equipment which was obtained 
from our sensitive Soviet defector in place, Bureau code name 
Fedora . CIA letter 11-7-62 stated that a representative of 
m [ intelligence Service informed CIA it received afore- 

' mentioned information from our Legal Attache.• CIA claimed 
such dissemination abroad should have been coordinated'with 
CIA because of Director of Central Intelligence Directive (DCID) 

5/2 which indicates that CIA shall be responsible for all U.S. 
liaison concerning clandestine intelligence activities abroad or 
involving foreign clandestine services;, CIA claimed that pursuant 
above we were obligated to coordinate with CIA prior to dissemination 

Memorandum Branigan to Sullivan 11-9-62 under Fedora 
caption reviewed this situation and indicates that on 7-13 and 
8-1-62 Fedora provided information concerning several types of 
technical paraphernalia used by KGB. Dissemination of above was 
made to State Department, CIA and military intelligence agencies 
by letter on 7-24 and 8-16-62. Information was also furnished to 
Legal Attaches, London, Bern,. Bonn, Paris, Rome and Madrid, with 
instructions to disseminate only to contacts in foreign intelli¬ 
gence agencies known to be reliable and cooperative and with 

62-80750 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D« DeLoach 

the instructions that it be given limited distribution and 
handled in a manner so it would not be apparent it emanated 
from the Bureau or a source within the U.S. Above memorandum 
points out that DCID 5/2 has been controversial since its 
inception (12-8-59) and the subject of differences of inter¬ 
pretation, We recognized CIA's coordination responsibilities 
but, in this instance, were of the opinion there was no operational 
angle and' no necessity for coordinating dissemination of above 
since we had previously given the information to CIA, This 
memorandum recommended approval of a letter to CIA answering 
CIA's inquiry according to above. Director indicated "0,K," 
and "It looks like CIA is throwing its weight around." On 
111-13-62 we directed a letter to CIA accordingly. As indicated 
:in memorandum of SA Papich, CIA "surrendered" and did not 
further contest this issue. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None, We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 



TO 

FROM 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Memorandum 

: Mr, C. D„ DeLoach 
: W, C, Sullivan 



DATE: 3/6/70 

recmssiejed" 

GK_ llUlSb 





Tele. Room- 

Holm os-- 


subject: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
"THE INVISIBLE GOVERNMENT," A BOOK AUTHORED BY 
DAVID WISE AND THOMAS ROSS 


Item 27 of the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 indicates that Wise and 
Ross had visited the Bureau in 1963 to gather material for a 
book regarding U, S, intelligence agencies. It was suggested 
that CIA be advised of this, and the Director noted, "I see no 
reason for doing so," 

Mr, Jones’ memorandum to Mr, DeLoach, 8/28/63, reports 
this visit and notes that Wise had asked for data concerning 
the Bureau’s internal security procedures and had asked concerning 
other FBI operations, making no reference to CIA, with one 
exception. He did inquire as to whether there was friction between 
the two agencies and was told that we cooperated closely and 
maintained daily liaison with CIA. It was on this memorandum 
that the Director said he saw no reason for informing CIA con¬ 
cerning the visit of Wise and Ross. 


We later learned that their book,"The Invisible 
Government," was furnished in the form of advance proofs to 
CIA prior to its publication, He also received such proofs 
from CIA through Liaison. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None, We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this mattey 

/ 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


■ Mr, C. D, DeLoach 


from : w. C. Sullivan 


subject: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

COMMUNIST ACTIVITIES - AFRICA 



# 


1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Sullivan 
1 - Liaison 
date: March 6, 1970 

1 - Mr. C.D. Brennan 
1 - Mr. Rozaraus 
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Snllivun _ 
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Item number 28 in memorandum of 3/5/70 from SA Sam 
Papich to the Director, captioned "Cases and/or Situations 
Involving Conflict With CIA," states that in April, 1960, 

CIA inquired if the Bureau would give any consideration to 
assisting that agency toward developing coverage in Africa by 
providing a Negro informant or placing a Negro in the Communist 
Party, USA for the purpose of eventually using him in Africa. 

His memorandum added that we told that agency the FBI had no 
informants available because they were necessary for our own 
operations. He claims we took the position since we saw no 
benefit to be gained by loaning an informant on a short or 
long term basis. He states that CIA could argue that as early 
as 1960 it had foresight to recognize the need for additional 
coverage and when it appealed to the Bureau for assistance, 
we did not cooperate. He refers to his memorandum dated 4/7/60 
concerning this matter captioned "Communist Activities in Africa." 

The memorandum referred to discloses that on 4/5/60 
Herman Horton, Deputy Chief, Counterintelligence, CIA, stated 
that communist organizations were rapidly increasing in strength 
on the continent of Africa and ‘that his agency found it most 
difficult to establish effective penetration. Horton noted that 
in this connection it was almost impossible for a white man to, 
move about Africa and establish a relationship which wCuld enable 
him to develop worthwhile sources. He asked if the Bureau would 
consider furnishing one of its*Negro informants or developing an 
informant in the Communist Party, USA for eventual use by CIA in 
Africa. Papich told Horton that if the Bureau had a good Negro 
informant, we certainly were not interested in having his future 
jeopardized nor did we want to lose hi's production. Papich 
added that it undoubtedly would be most difficult to take a Bureau 
informant, have him'travel to Africa under some cover and still 
be able to satisfactorily explain such activities to his communist 
colleagues without becoming a target of suspicion. Horton said 
he recognized all this but asked if the Bureau would give 
consideration. 
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Memorandum to Mr. C, D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 


Addendum to Papich’s memorandum dated 4/8/60 by 
the Internal Security Section pointed out that all of our 
informants were necessary for our own operations, particularly 
in the communist field, and it recommended and was approved 
that CIA be orally informed that it is not possible to provide 
an informant on a loan basis to be used in Africa. 


Regrettably, the Bureau was not in a position to 
assist CIA. CIA’s problem was an administrative one within 
that Agency, 


RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None, We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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SUBJECT: 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Memorandum 


Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
W» C. Sullivan 



date: March 6, 1970 

1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Liaison 

1 - Mr. W. J. McDonnell 


RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

U.S. INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS - EUROPE 


asaassmJS^ 

«._ L-Ji-op 




Item #29 in the material submitted to the Director by 
SA Sam Papich in memorandum of 3/5/70, states that by Bureau 
letter dated 10/23/64 we provided the White House information 
received by our Legat from U.S. Ambassador to Luxembourg wherein 
the latter v/as critical of intelligence operations, particularly 
the overstaffing of personnel. SA Papich comments that we do 
not know if CIA became knowledgeable regarding this letter but 
could construe same as relating to its operations. 

Our Legat, Paris/ in a letter to the Director dated 
10/19/64, set forth the results of a conversation with Ambassador 
William R. Rivlcin at Luxembourg. The latter, was assigned by the 
State Department to conduct a survey of the U.S. intelligence 
operations in six European countries, assisted by representatives 
of Defense, State Department, and Bureau of the Budget. Rivkin 
remarked that the results of the survey were appalling, there 
being 23,000 military personnel in the six countries engaged in 
intelligence operations and numerous CIA personnel. He described 
the lack of coordination between the military and CIA as 
"scandalous," He stated the Offices of the Military Attaches 
were grossly overstaffed and he was recommending drastic cuts 
and that duplicate administrative services be combined with those 
of the embassies. He made no mention of specific intelligence 
operations nor did he elaborate on the lack of coordination. 
Rivkin commented that on his return to the U.S., he intended to 
see the President personally to bring this matter forcefully to 
his attention. 

Rivkin*s comments were incorporated in a letter to 
William D, Moyers, Special Assistant to the President, dated 
10/23/64, in accordance with the Director's noted instructions. 
Our files disclose no indication that CIA cognizant of Bureau 
letter. 


RECOMMENDED ACTION : None. We do not believe, in light of the 
facts set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 

FROM s w. C. Sullivan 


ilE^ET DATE: 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

THE PRESIDENT’S FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE 
ADVISORY BOARD AND JOHN MC CONE 




March 7, 1970 




1 - Mr. DeLoach I.°l. - 

1 - Mr. Sullivan tqi«. —- 

1 - Liaison "onT_ 

1 - Mr. Haynes 
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Item number 30 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum of March 5, 1970, 
discusses a dispute we had with CIA in May, 1963, as a result 
of a communication the Bureau sent to the President’s Foreign 
Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB). It was pointed out that 
in our communication to PFIAB we attributed certain information 
to McCone, then Director of CIA, concerning the matter of 
increasing wire taps on diplomatic establishments, McCone 
charged that the information attributed to him was not so 
because he had never made any such statement and he could 
prove it. The fact was that the information relating to 
McCone had been given us by one of his subordinates who had 
indicated the information originated with McCone. McCone 
maintained that we should have checked with him before going 
on record that any information had originated with him, 

A review of the file in this matter discloses that 
in April, 1963, Mr. Belmont along with Papich had discussed 
with Richard Helms apd James Aigleton of CIA McCone's alleged 
position with the PFIAB; that he was in favor of across the 
board telephone taps on diplomatic establishments. The 
Bureau, of course, wasopposed to this and advised Helms that 
we would request to make our position known before the board. 

At the conclusion of the meeting in April, 1963, Helms 
specifically asked what he should tell McCone apd Mr. Belmont 
told him he should tell McCone exactly what had-occurred at 
the meeting; that the Bureau was opposed to across the board 
wire taps and the Bureau intended to So advise PFIAB, 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 1 '■ . 


None, We do not believe, in light of the'facts set 
fnrth. that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


to Mr. C. D. DeLoaich 

from Mr. W. C. Sullivan 


SECRET 


1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Mr. D. J. Brennan cor¬ 


date: March 6, 1970 

1 - Mr. W. A. Branigan 
1 - Mr. L. Whitson 



SUBJECT RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

ALLEGED PENETRATIONS OF CIA 


Item number 31,"alleged penetration of CIA,” in the 
’material submitted to the Director by SA Sam Papich in his 
memorandum of 3/5/70 discusses allegations made by 
Anatoliy Mikhailovich.Golitzyn regarding recruitment of four 
CIA employees by the Soviet Committee for State Security (KGB), 
that CIA requested full investigation which we declined. 

BACKGROUND OF CASE Golitzyn, an intelligence officer of the 
KGB who defected to CIA in 1961, alleged that the KGB had 
penetrated CIA through an individual having the code name "Sasha. 
In an effort to identify this penetration CIA provided Golitzyn 
with information regarding many individuals who had worked for 
CIA in Germany. 

Golitzyn identified two individuals at various times 
as "Sasha" and in each instance investigation "washed out" the 
identification. Golitsyn finally identified "Sasha" as one 
flgor Orlov, a former employee of CI/Q During the course of 
extensive document reviews Golitzyn became acquainted with 
background of various individuals who had woi'ked in Germany at 
(tv ) the timeUorlovldid. Golitzyn identified four present employees 
of with unknown subjects who had come to his attention while 
he was active in the KGB. 


PROBLEM WITH CIA CIA wanted the Bureau to undertake full- 

scale investigation of its four • employees based solely on 
Golitzyn’s allegations. 


DISPOSAL OF PROBLEM WITH CIA By letter of February 26, 1965, CIA 
was informed there appeared to be no basis at that time for a 
full-scale investigation of these men by the FBI on ’the basis of 
allegations by Golitsyn'. With regard to any investigation in the 
United States concerning two of the men, a conclusion would be 
made following completion of the investigation of (Igor OrlovJ j 
and interviews of(Orlovjand his wife. Based upon the investigation 
wsd#'*of [brioviand the interviews of (prlovjand his wife, CIA was 
J* informed by letter of July 20, 1965, that nothing had been developed 
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jptcOV*) 

which supported Golitzyh^'speculation that jbrlov) was 
I instrumental in the recruitment bv the Soviets of either 

(L T and nothing was developed 

which would s upport Golitzyn's allegations agai nst the other \ 

two suspects, | [ Furthermore^ J 

CIA had fu rnished no documentary material regardingj P 

I J [which would in any way support Golitzyn. L "~'~ r 


Bureau added "Ac cordingly, 
investigation of ' 


this Bureau is conducting no 

3 We 


JPHOX&3 


will interpose no objection, since they are all employees 
of your agency, if you wish to pursue Anatoliy Golitzyn's 
allegations concerning them, including interviews of the 
individuals concerned. 

, "This Bureau would, of course, be interested in 

[receiving the results of any investigation which would tend 
(to confirm Golitzyn's conclusions that one or more of these 
employees of your agency had actually been recruited by the 
Soviets." 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


TO : Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
from : C. Sullivan 



1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Liaison 
DATE: 3/7/70 

1 - Mr. W. R. Wannall 
1 - Mr. F. X. O'Brien 



SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 

VICE PRESIDENT NIXONVS TRIP TO 
SOUTH AMERICA - 1958 



Item number 32 in material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam J. Papiph in his memorandum 3/5/70 
mentions Bureau letter 5/16/58 sent to the then Vice 
President Nixon and containing a summary of CIA informa¬ 
tion concerning events in Latin America relating to 
Mr. Nixon's trip there during 5/58. 

According to SA Papich, most of the information 
in above letter came from CIA. He commented that this 
letter could be interpreted as raising question concerning 
quality of CIA's coverage in Latin America. Papich noted 
it is not known if CIA ever became aware of the letter. 
Papich stated that General Robert Cushman, currently Deputy 
Director of CIA, was attached to the then Vice President 
Nixon's staff. SA Papich pointed out that CIA, if aware of 
above letter, could raise question as to violation of Third 
Agency Rule, 


Results of Review of Bureau Files 


The letter to the then Vice President Nixon 
is located in Bureau' file 62-88461-117. It contains'• 
summary of information relating to riots and attacks 
against Mr. Nixon and his party during their 5/58 
Latin American trip. Letter identifies CIA as the 
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Memorandum W.C. Sullivan to iSE/IEtl 
Mr. C. D. DeLoach * 

Re: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
62-80750 


source of the information set forth in our letter. The last 
paragraph of this letter includes a statement that the 
impression gained from a review of CIA reports indicates that 
CIA had some coverage reflecting there were to be troubles 
concerning Mr. Nixon’s Latin American travels. This letter 
also stated as follows: 

"It is significant that information in the indi¬ 
vidual countries came to CIA’s attention shortly before your 
arrival in a particular country. Therefore, there is a 
question as to whether or not CIA had coverage in communist 
organizations which would -have led to the development of 
information concerning communist plans days or weeks ahead of 
your visit." 

There is no indication in this file regarding 
instructions given to prepare our letter of May 16, 1958. 

The first paragraph of this letter indicates that the Director 
had a discussion with Mr. Nixon on May 16, 1958, inasmuch as 
the first sentence of the above letter reads as follows: 

"Apropos of our discussion today, there is set 
forth information contained in Central Intelligence Agency 
reports received from them on May 14, 1958." 

The data set forth in our May 16, 1958, letter to 
Mr. Nixon is contained in a memorandum Mr. R. R. Roach, to 
Mr. A. H. Belmont dated May 15, 1958, which was prepared for 
the Director*s information. The Director noted on this memo¬ 
randum, "Send summary to A„ G„ H." In accordance with 
instructions, a letter was sent to the then Attorney General 
under date of May 16, 1958, and this letter contained a summary 
of CIA information in the same manner.as had been sent to 
Mr. Nixon on May 16, 1958. Our letter to the Attorney General, 

I however, did not contain any observations regarding .CIA 
coverage in Latin American countries visited by Mr. Nixon and 
his party. 

Our file in this matter (62-88461-150) indicates that 
on June 9, 1958, Colonel Robert Cushman in the office of the 
then Vice President Nixon contacted the Bureau at the request 
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Mr. C. D. Deloach [ 

Re: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) 
62-80750 . 


of Mr. Nixon to determine if the contents of a letter from 
the Director to Mr. Nixon dated May 16, 1958, regarding 
Mr. Nixon's trip to South America could be leaked to the 
press. Colonel Cushman's request was set forth in memorandum 
G. A. Nease to Mr. Tolson June 9, 1958, with the recommenda¬ 
tion that Colonel Cushman be advised that if the information 
were to be given to the press, it would undoubtedly create a 
serious problem as the FBI would then have violated CIA's 
confidence since CIA was aware that SA Papich had reviewed 
CIA's classified reports and, therefore, this information 
should not be given to the press. Both Mr. Tolson and the 
Director agreed with the recommendation, and Colonel Cushman 
| was advised of our decision. It is noted that Colonel Cushman 
is identical with the individual who is now Deputy Director 
1 of CIA. 

Comments on Remarks in SA Papich Memo 3/5/70 

1. That most of the information in our letter to 
Mr. Nixon dated May 16, 1958, came from CIA and that this 
letter could be interpreted as raising the question concerning 
the quality of CIA's coverage in Latin America. 

There is no dispute as to the source of the informa¬ 
tion which was summarized in our letter to Mr. Nixon, and we 
clearly indicated in our letter that the source was CIA. With 
regard to any question being raised as to the quality of 
CIA's coverage in Latin America, we merely pointed out to 
Mr. Nixon something that was readily discernible to any reader 
of the CIA reports - - that is, that the information from CIA 
popped up rather suddenly as related to the country and 
Mr. Nixon's arrival. Certainly Mr. Nixon himself, since he 
was personally involved in demonstrations directed against 
him during his Latin American trip, must have been aware that 
advance information from our responsible intelligence agency 
(CIA) may have been lacking. 

2. We are not aware if CIA became knowledgeable of 
our letter to Mr. Nixon dated May 16, 1958. Under ordinary 
conditions, we are not aware nor do we seek to identify any CIA 
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personnel who might be assigned to the White House staff. 

As indicated above, Colonel Cushman, who was a member of 
Mr. Nixon's staff in 1958 and who is now a Deputy Director 
of CIA, was aware of our 5/16/58 letter and its contents. 

We have no information that CIA ever registered any type of 
protest in this matter. 

3. That CIA technically could raise a question 
as to violation of the Third Agency Rule as regards our 
5/16/58 letter to Mr. Nixon. 



The Third Agency Rule is intended to prohibit a 
Government agency from disseminating information originating 
with another Government agency in the absence of specific 
authority to do so, and we follow this rule unless there 
are overriding reasons. With regard to our letter to 
Mr. Nixon dated 5/16/58, we set forth information clearly 
identified as having originated with CIA. This letter 
was apparently prepared at the specific request of then 
Vice President Nixon after conferring with the Director. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make-an issue ^of this matter. 




- 4 - 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
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1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 


Mr. G. D. DeLoach 


DATE: 3/6/70 


from : w. C. Sullivan 

SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
HERBERT ITKIN 


1 -Mr. A. Rosen 

1 - Mr. J. H. Gale 

1 - Mr. D. J. Brennan 

1 - Mr. J. G. Deegan 



Item number 33 in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent- (SA) Sam J. Papich in his memorandum 
3/5/70 discusses Herbert Itkin as an individual who was operated 
as a criminal informant by the Bureau who furnished valuable 
information and who has been a key witness.in the prosecution 
of cases being handled by the Bureau. Mr. Papich states that 
the Bureau acquired access to Itkin through the CIA and that 
although the CIA has never officially made any statements to the 
Bureau, it has been bitterly disappointed that the Bureau never 
acknowledged CIA's assistance which the agency considered 
extremely valuable. 

Memorandum dated 2/20/63 from W. C. Sullivan to 
Mr. Belmont captioned "James Hoffa" set out that James Angleton 
of CIA advised SA Papich that CIA had briefed the Attorney General 
concerning a source whom Mr. Angleton had used since World War II 
and who subsequently has developed a close association with a 
lawyer who does considerable w6rk for the Teamsters Unions. 
Angleton's source was confident that the lawyer could be developed 
as a penetration which could "sink" Hoffa and all of his cohorts. 
The Attorney General agreed with the CIA representatives that the 
matter should be referred to the Bureau for handling. 

Mr. Angleton set up the first contact?with the individual 
who had the contact with the attorney and at that time Angleton 
stated that he did not want to get involved in any-investigative 
aspects and wanted to step out of the matter as soon as possible. 

As a result, eventual contact was made with Herbert Itkin who 
developed into a very productive source. Itkin has- been publicly 
identified as both a source of the FBI and CIA as a result of his 
testimony. 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 
HERBERT ITKIN 



The Bureau's success in handling Itkin can be 
attributed to the know-how of the SAs of the New York 
Office because Itkin is a highly emotional individual 
and he had aggravated marital problems, severe pressures 
from his many business associates; therefore, it took 
a high degree of skill in dealing with this source in 
order to achieve the success that we did. 

While it is acknowledged that CIA put us 
originally in touch with this source, it was not 
believed that it is essential that we go back to 1 CIA 
and explain to them our success or to thank them for 
giving us this original lead. It is also .‘noted that 
there is an obligation upon Government agencies to 
cooperate in the fullest and CIA's cooperation in this 
matter was in accordance with the long standing policy 
among all Government agencies. 


Review of Itkin's file does not reflect any 
instance where CIA indicated a displeasure in the Bureau 
(not acknowledging CIA's assistance in placing us in touch 
with Itkin. This is in line with Mr. Angleton's statement 
in 1963 that he did not want t® get involved in any 
investigative aspects of this matter and wanted to step. 
out as soon as possible. In view of the above, it is not 
believed that CIA would have any basis to complain that the 
Bureau never acknowledged ClA'.s assistance. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: '( 


None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 

forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 

5 A 
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Tela. Room _ 


SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

EXCHANGE OF TECHNICAL INFORMATION 


Item number 34 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 concerns 
exchange of technical information with CIA, particularly as 
it related to the technical surveillance field. Papich states 
CIA exhibited its equipment to us, but for many years we declined 
to show any of our devices, with some exceptions. He states 
that CIA never made an official protest but informally indicated 
from time to time that the .lack of exchange was prejudicial to 
overall intelligence and internal security interests and implied 
we were more open with the British in this area than with CIA. 
Papich states this situation does not exist today as there is 
a good exchange by the Bureau and CIA. 


Our files reveal that through the years CIA has 
furnished the Bureau a number of technical devices for our use 
or inspection. They have also furnished technical manuals obtained 
abroad and briefed us on operational and technical aspects of 
some of their operations abroad. Laboratory personnel have been 
afforded tours and briefings concerning CIA facilities and 
equipment and in two instances Bureau personnel have been afforded 
training at CIA schools. As recently as October, 1969 \ CIA 
afforded a briefing to Bureau personnel concerning aClandestine 
Transmitter Activator, developed by their technical people and 
offered to loan us one of these units as well as afford our 
personnel training in the operation of the equipment. 

COMMENTS OF THE LABORATORY • 


Similarly, Bureau records show substantial reciprocity 
on the part of the FBI in developing and furnishing important 
technical information to CIA over a period of many years. . 
Representative examples are cited below: 

Prior to 1955 an important unsolved technical 
intelligence problem involved desired access to 
enemy intelligence and other security information 
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Memorandum for Mr. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPSWITH CIA 

EXCHANGE OF TECHNICAL INF 



protected by combination-type locks (safe doors, and 
the like). Scientists in the FBI Laboratory were 
able to solve this problem by using X-rays from 
radioactive materials to "see” into the interior of 
a combination lock and thus recover the combination, 
without trace of tampering or other indication that 
the lock had been compromised. This was a scientific 
breakthrough of tremendous intelligence potential and, 
with Bureau approval, our results and techniques were 
made known to the appropriate CIA representatives, 

CIA advised that they had theretofore spent thousands 
of dollars in an intensive, but unsuccessful effort to 
solve the same problem. The impact of this scientific 
discovery in permitting access to previously unavailable 
intelligence had tremendous value for both the FBI and 
CIA. 

In approximately the late 50's and early 60*s, both CIA 
and FBI encountered a new, highly sophisticated type 
of secret writing placed into use by the Russians for 
communicating with espionage agents. In spite of a 
massive technical effort mounted by CIA, scientists 
of the FBI Laboratory were successful in first unraveling 
the basic principles and techniques underlying this new 
Russian system. This important breakthrough thus permitted 
for the first time a successful attack against the new 
Russian secret ink communication system. Because of its 
extreme intelligence potential, with prior Bureau approval, 
this development was made known to CIA, and its importance 
to CIA is reflected in part by a letter addressed to the 
Director of FBI by Allen W. Dulles, then Director of CIA, 
under date of August 19, 1961, in which Dulles said, in 
part, ’’For the past several years there has been 
increasingly effective technical liaison between the 
Technical Services Division of this Agency and correspond¬ 
ing components of your Bureau. . ." Dulles further 
commented that Bureau technical personnel had " . . . made 
an outstanding technical contribution for which they are to 
be highly .commended. Their work not only has an important 
impact in one sensitive area, but also has revealed a 
chemical mechanism from which may well stem new high-level 
secret writing systems. The discovery will have an 
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Memorandum for Mr, DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CIA 

EXCHANGE OF TECHNICAL INFORMATION 


important influence* on the discharge of responsibilities 
assigned both to this Agency and the FBI. I consider 
access to these findingsto be further evidence of the 
value of close technical liaison between our two 
organizations. . 

Subsequently, again with prior Bureau approval, whenever 
it could be done without jeopardizing FBI operational 
interests, the FBI on a continuing basis made available 
to CIA actual Soviet secret writing chemicals and methods 
of development which had come into the possession of the 
Bureau through investigative activity and through high- 
level informants, A recent example involved the Russian 
espionage case of Herbert William Boeckenhaupt wherein 
on 2/12/69 a sample of secret writing material used by 
Boeckenhaupt to communicate with the Russians was 
furnished to CIA by a representative of the FBI Laboratory. 

The above items are representative outstanding examples 
rOf FBI cooperation in developing and sharing highly important 
technical information, and certainly the letter from CIA reflects 
the satisfaction and importance which CIA attached to such 
information received from the Bureau. Within general Bureau 
policy guidelines, there were, of course, on a continuing basis 
numerous other items of technical information shared with CIA 
over the years, including briefings and exchange of visits. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION ? ' 

None. We do not believe, in light of the facts set 
forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. 
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- Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
-Mr. J. P. Mohr 

- Mr. J. J. Casper 

- Mr. W. C. Sullivan 

datf:M arch 6, 1970 

- Mr. D. J. Brennan 
-Mr. W. H. Atkinson 



SUBJECT: RELATIONSHIPS WITH CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (CIA) . 

CIA LECTURERS AT BUREAU TRAINING SCHOOLS ^ 0 

Jzlfcfit 


EXCHANGE IN THE TRAINING FIELD 


Items number 35 and 36 in the material submitted to the 
Director by SA Sam Papich in his memorandum March 5, 1970, indicated 
CIA has never understood why Bureau will not permit CIA personnel to 
lecture at our schools and CIA was unhappy regarding our attitude 
concerning exchange of information in the training field. 


CIA by letter May 19, 1950, requested it be permitted to 
discuss training problems with FBI training staff in view of 
necessity of its maintaining relations with foreign police and 
security agencies. Following recommendations by the Executives 
Conference, Bureau advised CIA by letter May 25, 1950, that we did 
not believe FBI training staff could intelligently discuss training 
methods with CIA since our staff was not knowledgeable concerning 
conditions encountered by CIA in various foreign countries. 

Since 1962, we have taken foreign police officers into the 
National Academy through the Agency for International Development 
(AID). These officers spent two weeks of orientation with AID and 
after graduation certain selective officers have been in touch with 
CIA through AID. We Are aware that CIA has used many of these 
graduates as sources of information. 

In 1966, the Director approved a request of CIA to have one 
of its men attend the National -Academy for purpose "to improve 
capabilities of CIA personnel engaged in overseas police training 
programs." As a result, a CIA Security Officer graduated from the 
77th Session of the FBI National Academy (March 7 - May 25, 1966). 

At the specific request of CIA, Bureau representatives have 
addressed CIA intelligence personnel attending refresher-type 
training courses on 31 occasions between June, 1962, and December, 
1969. 
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spi 

We loaned CIA four Bureau training films in 
February, 1966, one was eventually returned, but CIA 
continues to utilize the otter three films entitled "On 
The Record," "Interviews," and "Burglary Investigations." 
We continue to use foreign language films from CIA which 
were loaned to us as a supplement to the Bureau 9 s Language 
Training Program. 

Representatives of CIA have hot lectured at 
Bureau training schools and there is no indication in 
Bureau files that this has been advocated by CIA. 

This memorandum has been coordinated with the 
Training Division. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 


None. We do not.believe, in light of the facts 
set forth, that CIA will make an issue of this matter. ~ 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
(POSITIVE INTELLIGENCE) • 


1 - Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. W. C. Sullivan 
1 - Mr. W. A. Branigan 

DATE: 3/6/70 


Sullivan — 

Tavcl - 

Soyars — 


1 - Liaison 
1 - Mr. W. R. Wannall 

1 - Mr. L. M. Linton . .. 

1 - Mr. E. R. Harrell 

OASSIFI^PBY W a# M 2 gr 
DECLASSIFY 0M: 




Item Number 37 in the material submitted to the 
Director by Special Agent ,Sam Papich in his memorandum 3/5/70 
discusses CIA criticism which could generate from Agency belief 
that Bureau has failed to cooperate and offer necessary assistance 
in collection of positive intelligence in the United States. 
Memorandum is to deal with specific cases believed by Papich 
to evidence lack of cooperation and to briefly comment on policy 
of cooperation we have adopted with CIA. 

SYNOPSIS : 

Mentioned Item by Papich points out CIA belief that 
more aggressive action shouljd have been taken in field of 
collecting positive intelligence in the United States. Papich 
notes Bureau’s action in this field, for the most part, has been 
restricted to compliance with requests by State Department when 
political crises occur in some country. He points out CIA belief 
that acquiring needed data would mean increased technical surveil¬ 
lance coverage, development of informants and collection of 
cryptographic material,. Papich cites two specific cases occurring 
in 1969 where Bureau declined CIA’s request for technical coverage, 
suggesting to Agency that it make its request directly to the . 
Attorney General. Review of specific cases mentioned set forth 
with Director's comments relative thereto being noted. Our 
policy of cooperation with CIA most recently delinated to field 
by SAC Letter 66-10 (B) - copy attached. SAC letter calls for 
guarding our jurisdiction but shows our willingness to cooperate 
with CIA. 


Enclosure 
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Memorandum to Mr. C, D, DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

SECRET 

CIA has repeatedly raised the issue in the past of 
our coverage in the positive intelligence collection area and 
we can reasonably expect similar issues to be raised in the 
futureo 

RECOMMENDED ACTION : 

That we prepare a carefully worded letter to CIA 
outlining policy and the basic elements of intelligence and 
counterintelligence work affecting the United States and 
forthrightly ask CIA if it is satisfied with the status quo 
and if not what do they have to suggest as changes * 





Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


SEW 


DETAILS : 

Papich points out CIA feels there is unexplored 
field for acquiring positive intelligence in the United States 
but he notes that there has been no law, directive, or executive 
order which fixes responsibility for clandestine collection of 
such information. He notes we investigate subversives, spies, 
and develop penetrations of foreign intelligence services and 
that facets of these investigations of violations of United States 
laws serve to fulfill a counterintelligence objective referred 
to by us as investigations of internal security matters. Papich 
notes, however, that most of our work in the positive intelligence 
field has been restricted to the compliance with requests by 
State Department prompted usually by a political crisis occurring 
in some foreign country. 

Papich points out CIA feels there is unexplored 
field for acquiring positive intelligence requiring use of 
vastly increased technical surveillances, informant development 
and collection of cryptographic material. According to Papich, 

CIA does not feel Bureau has moved aggressively in this area 
and CIA has been thwarted in atte mpts to do much about the 
problem. Papich cites two cases / I [fl lO/69 and 

f s \ LI _ " 10/69^ where CIA requests for technical surveil- 

iance were"declined by us with the suggestion to CIA that these 
matters should be taken up by that Agency directly with the 
Attorney General. 




Specific Cases 
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CIA advised that J 


U.Had.been. 

J} intelligence service partly a s . 
re sult of his we a kness for % pmen when assigned in C I I ($S 
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ts) under development by^_ 
~ ’ ' weak: 
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r was to participate, in JrLlateral 

_talks wi th United States officials in f" ^ "jffi By letter 


1 CIA 


requested telephone and microphone surveillances on 
Q The Director commented "Let CIA seek the authority _ ; 
of the AG. I don’t want them utilizing FBI as their channel." j 
_'_ .(£> 

($) (T ~n was originally inve stigated by us 

in (19651 as a possible unregistered a gent of t he fl , . —Govern¬ 
ment due to negotiations by him with /] ^ | officialg jdesigne d^ 

to set up a semiprivate nuclear processing company in L- 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
RE: RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


Our investigation showed close contact by 




__^ ^and details 

of activity by that subject^to create the firm mentioned. 

[\ headed a f pfirm involved in Atomic Energy 

Jommission (AEC) work requiring "Top Secret" clearance by AEC. 

Our initial investigation was closed when Assistant Attorney 
General - Internal Security D ivision found that facts did not^ - , / 
justify soliciting £ ^R egistration as a foreign agent. 

In Spring of 1965, sixty-one kilograms of nuclear 
. mat erial wer e found to be unaccounted for by the firm headed 
(w by f" l^but subsequent inventories and checking by AEC 

revealed this shortage was probably the result of cumulative 
process of wasteful production methods over a period of eight 
years and did not justify an unqualified dete rminatio n of a 
diversion of nuclear material on the^ p^art of Q 23 to 
unauthorized persons or government *\\ 

CIA, in 1968, became alarmed on receipt of information 
of loss of mentioned nuclear material and despite AEC findings 
felt it may indicate illegal diversion or at least justification 
for reopening investigation. Richard Helms of CIA contacted 
the Attorney General directly with his thoughts regarding the 
need for additional investigation. Attorney General contacted 
Bureau requesting it discuss matter with CIA and determine 
advisibility of additional investigation. The Director, in 
approving conference with CIA, noted "OK but I doubt advisibility 
of getting into this. It looks,like Helms going around 
us to AG as he suspects we would say no.";\' ^ 

i——■- 

An intensive investigation ,of J _ I conducted (c\ 

(g) during late /i968\ and into Fall of £969}revealed no positive. ^ 

J intelligence ac tivity o n his pqrt or verifiable diversion of 
AEC material to l_ j yfs)Oux investigation included techn ical 

surveillances installedj|/27/£&tmd discontinued* 9/4/69. \_ .,. ~J (SJ 

was interviewed by AEC (8/14:/6§ys.nd disclaimed passing any 
classified data to (2 "^ fejFacts of case were 

reviewed by Department of Justi c.e which found no evidence of pro¬ 
secutable violation by |[p)AEC felt the additional investi¬ 
gation produced no d'ata upon which could be based a legitimate 
withdrawal of clearance for AEC contracts or information. In 
view of this, we closed our investigation and CIA was so advised. « 

A 10/13/69 letter from Helms acknowledged additional investigation* i 
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Memorandum to Mr. C. D. DeLoach 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


would produce no legal evid^lm^ertinent to the issue which 
prompted CIA's origina l request but noted he felt reinstituted 
audio surveillances of |~_ ^ would produce positive intelligence 

information. He therefore requested reinstitution of this 
coverage. The Director's letter to Helms 10/17/69 noted that 
after careful review it was felt^.hat CIA should take this 
matter to the Attorney General. f ';.j 

On October 21, 1969, a CIA official was told by 
Special Agent Papich that in-the future CIA should transmit its 
requests for technical surveillance coverage in the United States 
to tjie Attorney General. This specifically covered the cases 
of T* L..The Director commented "Right." 


Bureau Policy of Cooperation 


In 1965 and 1966, recognizing overlapping interests, 
changes inherent in faster communication, hysteria to facilitate 
international travel and in response to requests from CIA, the 
Director approved Bureau attendance at conferences with CIA 
regarding that Agency’s operational activities in the United States. 
On a memorandum reporting the results of the conferences with 
CIA, the Director commented "I hope we still don’t let our 
guard down as CIA has always outsmarted us because of our 
gullibility.” . 

SAC Letter 66-10 (B) dated 2/15/66 furnished to the 
field and Bureau offi 9 ials results of the conferences with CIA 
and emphasized necessity for protecting Bureau jurisdiction in 
the counterintelligence field. This SAC letter (copy attached) 
emphasized there is to be no interference with or infringement 
upon our jurisdiction but clearly shows our willingness to 
cooperate with CIA in developirig positive intelligence in the 
United States. In approving this SAC letter, the Director 
noted "I hope there is no ’sneaker’ in this. Time will tell." 


There has been no renewed request from CIA for 
technical coverage in the cases mentioned above, nor has there 
been any indication that such requests have been sent, by CIA 
to the Attorney General as we suggested. Due to CIA interest 
in the past in these matters, we cannot rule -out the- possibility 
the Agency may approach Attorney ,General for the desired 
coverage at some time in the future. 
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(25) ESTABLISHMENT OF'BUREAU LIAISON WITH 

/Butch internal security service?- i960 

_ - ^ ' 

. In,januarvj 1960 , our Legal Attache, 
traveled-toiEollanJf^or the purpose of exploring arrange¬ 
ments for liaison with appropriate ffiutch ^ uthorities. 

//AMB. • raise'd questions, rSoidting out that over 



■’ Again, 1 I co uld cite this as an instance where 

we failed to coordinate! | in line with 

National Security Council Directives. 


In the latter part of 1959 we gave consideration to 
establishing a Legal Attache in-Copenhagen, Denmark. The 
purpose of the assignment was to follow Bureau leads in 
Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and Holland. We did not inform 
CIA of our intentions. 


(26) BUREAU DISSEMINATION OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE 
INFORMATION TO FOREIGN SERVICES - t>AT& 


By letter dated J>*t£ r , CIA raised 

questions concerning the propriety of Bureau dissemination 
■fof counterintelligence information to foreign intelligence 
;services. CIA, at that time, had particular reference to 
information which our Legal Attache had transmitted to the 
*i% 0 f?£/c$ Intelligence Service concerning k&B operations. CIA 
. ‘^'took -the position that, pursuant to the coordinating 






Directive, the' Bureau was obligated to coordinate with 
CIA prior,to such dissemination. The particular data 
had emanated f.rom one of our sensitive Fo/te/w sources 
C od£*/am£ We responded to CIA by stating that the 
information was the product of an internal security 
operation and'did not relate to any operational activity 
abroad, CIA ag ain surrendered. The Agency could argue 

(_ „ . . . ___ _ that we had an 

obligatidh" of'^ordinating with the Agency.. 


(27) Tt rLB Ot ' BOOK AUTHORED BY 

_ 

In August, 196.3, we deceived information indi¬ 
cating that in the process of gathering 

material for a book pertaining to activities of U. S. 
intelligence activities * . A contacted 

the Bureau. It was recommended that liaison orally advise 
CIA that A preparing a book con¬ 

cerning U. S, intelligence agencies. The Director, noted 
"I see no reason doing so." 

It is not known if- CIA was aware of the contact 
with the Bureau. /W7subsequently published the 
. ' book which contained extremely derogatory information 
concerning CIA. 


(28) COMMUNIST ACTIVITIES - AFRICA 
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_| We told CIA we had no informants available 

because they were necessary for our own operations. We 
took the position that we saw no benefit to be gained by 
loaning an informant on a short or long term basis. 

. - This item is.being mentioned because Africa 

has become vitally important to U l . S. interest, bearing 
in mind that both the .Soviets and Chinese Communists have 
made significant inroads into the area. _CI A cou ld argue _ 


Jthat we did‘not cooperate. 


(29) ADVISING THE WHITE HOUSE' REGARDING CRITICISM 
OF INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS - EUROPE 


By letter dated October 23, 1964, we furnished 
the White House information received by our Legal Attache 
from the Sou ?He was critical 

of intelligence operations in Europe and made particular 
reference to the overstaffing of personnel. 

We do not know if.CIA became cognizant of the 
existence of the Bureau-letter bearing in mind that the 
Agency undoubtedly would have considered the document as 
relating to.its operations. We do know that for several years, 
CIA personnel have been assigned- to the White House and had 
access to considerable information. 


(30) THE PRESIDENT'S FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE ADVISORY 
BOARD AND JOHN KC CONE 


In May, 1963, we became embroiled with CIA in a 
rather critical conflict as a result of communication the 
• Bureau sent to the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory 
Board. The matter dealt with consideration that might, be 
given to increasing wire taps on diplomatic establishments. 
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CENTRAL l'KTEELI GENCE AGENCY 
OPERATIONS IN' THE bNITZP STATES 
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(1) CIA will not initiate an investigation of any 
foreign official in the United States without the concurrence 
and coordination of the FBI. In this context, the term 
"investigation" means systematic and direct inquiries or 
procedures (such as physical or technical surveillances 

or neighborhood inquiries) aiming at developing- information 
concerning an individual’s activities or background; 
"investigation" does not include the acceptance or the 
development of information through social contacts or contacts 
normally ma*|e by CIA agents in discharging their cover 
functions, (S) 

(2) CIA will se^k concurrence and coordination of 
the FBI before approaching for recruitment any foreign 
official or communist-bloc visitor in the United States, 

The FBI will concur and coordinate if the proposed action 
does not conflict with any operation, current or planned, 
including active investigation of the FBI.(s) 
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(3) CIA will advise the FBI prior to any planned 
meeting between a CIA asset and a foreign official oi' 
communist-bloc visitor of knqwn or presumed interest to 
the FBI (this would include all communist-bloc officials 
and visitors) for purposes of assessment and social 
development, (s) 


(4) Clandestine C IA staff operatives, □ 


□ 


and foreign agents of CIA recruited 
' abroad who come to the 'United States will be ^identified to 
the FBI by name or appropriate description depending on 
the national security interest involved. 

(5) Pursuant to paragraph 4 above, when a CIA agent 
arrives in the United States for a visit or for ah 
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downgrading and 
declassification 
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Central Intelligence Agency j 

loperations in the United States I 

r assignment } the Bureau will be advised and the two agencies 
Will confer regarding the handling of the agent in the 
United States. It is recognized that each case will have 
its individual peculiarities. The governing principle will 
be positive intelligence interest as weighed against 
internal security factors, CIA will continue its 
contractual relationship for the purpose of handling 
the training, the procurement of positive foreign 
intelligence, the fulfillment of CIA commitments to 
the agent, and the preparation of the agent for his 
next assignment abroad. (£) 

(6) In those cases vvhere CIA will be handling its . 
agent in the United States, CIA will service IBI security 
or counterintelligence requirements and will- provide the 
FBI all agent information bearing on counterintelligence 
or internal security matters, including the scope and 
nature of the agent's access to information and the 
identities of the agent’s significant contacts, particularly 
in the communist-bloc field. In such cases where CIA 
servicing has been inadequate to FBI internal security 
interests, the FBI will have direct access to the agent, ($} 

''- ' jr * 60(5) 
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LIAISON WITH- CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE .^AGENCY (CIA) 
WASHINGTON FIELD OFFICE . , 


-idb 




The Director has inquired regarding the nature of 
any liaison existing between the Washington Field Office (WFO) 
and CIA. Limited liaison does exist, being addressed to 
specific operational cases and name checks. 

, J WFO, of necessity, is in contact with CIA concerning 

1 specific cases in the espionage field. For example, WFO handles 
leads to interview the Soviet d aggctor, Yuri Nosenko, who is 
[ under CIA control and support. [|^ | 




In addition IT 


To liaison is conducted with respect to policy matters and the 
objective of all contacts is the handling of immediate opera¬ 
tional matters. 



ACTION: 


For the Director’s information. 


1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Sullivan 
1 - Mr. Branigan 
1 —.Mr. Gray 
1 - Liaison 
1 -Mr. Cassidy 
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thought'al/such contacts were to be handled by letter. 
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(1) CIA will nof initiate an investigation of any 
foreign official in the United States without the concurrence 
and coordination of the FBI. In this context, the torn 
"investigation” means systematic and,direct inquiries or 
procedures (such as physical or technical surveillances 

or neighborhood inquiries) aiming at developing information 
concerning an individual’s activities or background; 
"investigation” does not include the acceptance or the 
development of information through social contacts or contacts 
normally made by CIA agents in discharging their cover 
functions, 

(2) CIA will se^k concurrence and coordination of 
the FBI before approaching for recruitment any foreign 
official or communist-bloc visitor in the United States, 

The FBI will concur and coordinate if the proposed action 
docs not conflict with any operation, current or planned, 
including,active investigation of the FBI. 

(3) CIA will advise the FBI prior to any planned 
meeting between a CIA asset and a foreign official or 
communist-bloc visitor of knqwn or presumed interest to 
the FBI (this would include all communist-bloc officials 
and visitors) for purposes of assessment and social 
development, 

(4) Clandestine CIA staff operatives,. 1 I 

L and foreign agents of CIA recruited 
aoroau—svxiu—uu;.;u—co—United States will be ^identified to 
the FBI by name or appropriate description depending on 
the national security interest involved, 

(5) Pursuant to paragraph 4 above, when a CIA agent 
arrives in the United States for a visit or for ah 
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assignment, the Bureau will be advised and the two agencies 
v/ill confer regarding the handling of the agent in the 
United States. It is recognized that each case will have 
its individual peculiarities. The governing principle will 
be positive intelligence interest as weighed against 
internal security factors, CIA will continue its 
contractual relationship for the purpose of handling 
the training, the procurement of positive foreign 
intelligence, the fulfillment of CIA commitments to 
the agent, ana the preparation of the agent for his 
next assignment abroad, 

(6) In those cases v/here CIA v/ill be handling its . 
agent in the United States, CIA will service-IBI security 
or counterintelligence requirements and will provide the 
FBI all agent information bearing on counterintelligence 
or internal security matters, including the scope and 
nature of the agent’s access to information and the 
identities of the agent’s significant contacts, particularly 
in the communist-bloc field. In such cases where CIA 
servicing has been inadequate to FBI internal security 
interests, the FBI will have direct access to the agent. 
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Arrangements were perfected wherein Agents of this 
office making inqu iries or inv estigation?. of a Soviet-Bloc N&- ■ 
tier. 5.1 can contactd land-l ie will place them in contact 

with th e ^ representative handling the 

case, sc that information of interest to us ca p, he secured 
, >^.v information corning to the" attention of tt H 

L i relating to our internal eecnrity rs spcnsibilitles will 
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immediately reported to this cffic 
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that | | not be identified as the source, in the event l 


□ requested, dn view of his Agency 5 s regu- 





information received from his office should he inch 
communication go ing to anyone ou tside the Bureau. I 
was assured that l I in this regard wcuT 

protected. 


V. .~ . .1 Ke suggested the.same 

procedure be followed for cases in [ 1 

..I as is contemplated for the 1 [ Office territory g 

That is, that this office contact him, furnishing the identity 
of the Subject and the name and location of the Special Agent 
handling the case. He then will have- his representative cover¬ 
ing the area contact the FBI Agent and they then can discuss 
information of mutual interest cn the case. Ke advised that 
|- - 1 - 1 1 I. wh ere the bulk 

I covers the I ; 


Igg&gST OF THB BUREAU : ' • 

1 In the course of fu ture contacts I 1 in these 

cases, it is anticipated that l P may at times 

. r-eauest information relating to Subjects’ background, habits, 
and characteristics, as well as any available photographs. 

f The Bureau Is requested to advise if it will be per- 

to orally furnish such background' -information to the 
\ and to furnish copies cf photographs, if 
they are available. 

The Bureau is also requested to adv ise if the establ ish- ( »\ 
cent of liaison on the field office level wltV j I 

I (envisages the furnishing of reports and .letter- 

* • - head memos to th is Service at the field office level where they 

have a legitimate interest in the Subject. 
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